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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all state and local government
agencies consider the environmental consequences of programs and projects over which they have
discretionary authority before taking action on those projects or programs. Where there is substantial
evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the agency shall prepare
an environmental impact report (EIR) (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164[a]). An EIR is an
informational document that will inform public agency decision makers and the general public
of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.
CEQA requires that a draft EIR be prepared and circulated for public review. Following the close
of the public review period, the lead agency prepares a final EIR, which includes the comments
received during the review period (either verbatim or in summary), and responses to the significant
environmental issues raised in those comments. Prior to taking action on a proposed project, the
lead agency must certify the EIR and make certain findings.
This document and the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) that was
circulated for public review on March 25, 2010 through May 27, 2010 (60-day public review period)
is intended to constitute the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for Tulare County’s
(County) General Plan 2030 Update (proposed project). However, certification of the FEIR rests
with the Board of Supervisors; therefore additional materials may be added or modified by the
County prior to the time of certification. (CEQA Guidelines §15090) The information presented
in this FEIR is being provided in accordance with the requirements of the State California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and includes the following chapters:


Chapter 1, “Introduction and Reader’s Guide,” discusses the purpose of this document,
public review process, CEQA requirements, and use of this document.



Chapter 2, “Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR,” contains minor changes and
edits to the text of the RDEIR made in response to the comments. These changes correct
minor errors and provide clarifications and amplifications to the information previously
provided; the changes do not constitute significant new information or result in any new
significant impacts.



Chapter 3, “Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR,” includes a copy of each of the comment
letters received during the review period from March 25, 2010 to May 27, 2010. The
individual comment letter numbers correspond to those responses provided in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 4, “Master Responses,” is comprised of general responses that address similar
comments received regarding certain specified subject areas.



Chapter 5, “Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR,” contains the written
responses to the individual comments received during the public review period for the
RDEIR along with written responses to those comments.

It should be noted that throughout the FEIR, the terms “General Plan 2030 Update,” “General
Plan Update,” and “proposed project” are used interchangeably to describe the General Plan 2030
Update, an amendment to the Tulare County General Plan that will be considered by County
decision makers.

Project Overview
Project Setting and County Boundaries
Tulare County is located in a geographically diverse region with the peaks of the Sierra Nevada
framing its eastern region, a foothill region west of the mountains, transitioning to the western portion
of the County which includes the San Joaquin Valley floor, which is very fertile and extensively
cultivated. The County is connected regionally via State Route 99 (SR 99), which is the primary
north-south highway in the County. State highways 63 (north/south), 65 (north/south), 190 (east/west),
and 198 (east/west) serve to connect the various cities, communities and regions within the County.
Tulare County consistently ranks amongst the top two leading agricultural-producing counties in
the U.S., sharing this recognition with its larger neighbor to the north, Fresno County. In addition
to agricultural production, the County’s economic base also includes agricultural packing and
shipping operations. Small and medium sized manufacturing plants are located in the Valley part
of the county and are increasing in number.
The County of Tulare is bordered by Fresno County to the north and Kern County to the south. Kings
County is located on the west side of Tulare County while Inyo County borders the County to the
east (see Figure ES-1). The crest of the Sierra Nevada mountain range forms the boundary with
Inyo County. The northern border of Tulare County is an irregular line that passes just south of the
Cities of Kingsburg and Reedley and State Highway 180. The southern border is a consistent
east-west trending line, comprising the south standard parallel south of Mount Diablo, located
north of the City of Delano in Kern County. The western border generally trends north-south in a
straight-line north and south just east of the Cities of Corcoran and Hanford in Kings County.

Description of the Proposed Project
Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update is the product of an update process that would add a
variety of important new goals and policies to existing components of the County’s General Plan.
In addition, some obsolete policies of the General Plan will be deleted by this update process. In
many cases, those obsolete policies will be replaced by new provisions. Further, a Work Plan,
consisting of implementation measures, is proposed.
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Figure ES-1
Regional Locator

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

The General Plan 2030 Update consists of a comprehensive update of Tulare County’s existing
General Plan. The historic three tier structure will remain, formalized as three “Parts.” The key
General Plan Update policy document includes Part I: the Goals and Policies Report and Part
II: Area Plans. Part III consists of individual, existing Community, sub-area and other localized
plans. The current adopted plans in Part III will not be changed as part of this update, except for
that the Planning Framework (Part 1, Chapter 2) of the General Plan Update modifies the Urban
Development Boundaries Dinuba (revised by this update to include the Dinuba Golf Course) and
Pixley (revised by this update to include Harmon Field). Another key document is the 2010
Background Report (included as Appendix B of the RDEIR).

Part I: Goals and Policies Report
Part I (the Goals and Policies Report) of the General Plan 2030 Update document would compile,
modernize, and add goals and policies that to guide future land use decisions within the County
unincorporated areas. The accompanying Work Plan identifies implementation measures that will
ensure the goals and policies of the General Plan Update are carried out. This section identifies
how this document is organized and provides a summary of its content.
The Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan Update) sets out a hierarchy of goals,
policies, and implementation measures designed to guide future development in the County. To provide
a comprehensive and easy-to-use format, the Goals and Policies Report is divided into four
components. Each component contains a set of related elements that have been grouped together based
on the close relationship of those elements. A summary of the four components is provided below.
Each component will start with an overview of the elements contained in that component and present
the guiding principles used in the preparation of these elements. The individual elements will build
on these guiding principles, with each element containing a set of goals and policies that will be used
to guide the future land use of the County. At the end of each element or chapter is a proposed work
plan (list of implementation measures) showing how the goals and policies will be implemented.
All four components and the various elements that comprise each component are summarized in
Table ES-1.

Part II: Area Plans
Part II includes three “Area Plans,” one for each of the three major geographic areas of the
County. They are:


Rural Valley Lands Plan



Foothill Growth Management Plan



Mountain Framework Plan

Part II also includes a new Corridor Framework Plan, which would establish policies that would
guide the potential location and adoption of Corridor Plans within the County. Any such adopted
Corridor Plan would be included in Part III. Part II of the General Plan provides the policy guidance
required to address matters specific to defined geographic areas and corridors in the County.
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TABLE ES-1
COMPONENTS OF THE GOALS AND POLICIES REPORT, PART I
Component

Chapter and Element

Component A.
General Plan Framework

This component introduces the Goals and Policies Report, provides a profile of
Tulare County and establishes a Planning Framework Element for the County.
Contents include:

Chapter 2 Planning Framework Element

Component B.
Prosperity

This component includes the elements that shape the County’s land use and
economic futures. Contents include:

Chapter 3 Agriculture Element

Chapter 4 Land Use Element

Chapter 5 Economic Development Element

Chapter 6 Housing Element [not amended or changed by this project]

Component C.
Environment

This component covers topics related to natural and cultural resources and public
health and safety. Contents include:

Chapter 7 Scenic Landscapes Element

Chapter 8 Environmental Resources Management Element

Chapter 9 Air Quality Element

Chapter 10 Health and Safety Element

Chapter 11 Water Resources Element

Chapter 12 Animal Confinement Facilities Plan [adopted 2000; not
amended or changed by this project]

Component D.
Infrastructure

This component covers the infrastructure systems necessary to ensure adequate
services and capacity of desired growth. Contents include:

Chapter 13 Transportation and Circulation

Chapter 14 Public Facilities and Services

Chapter 15 Flood Control Master Plan [adopted 1972; not amended or
changed by this project]



Chapter 1 Introduction

Part III: Community, Sub-area and County Adopted City General Plans
Part III of the General Plan 2030 Update consists of a number of existing planning documents:
Sub-Area Plans, County Adopted City General Plans, and Community Plans. Each of these plans,
described in Table 1-5, applies tailored policies to specified portions of the County. These existing
plans would not be revised or readopted as part of the General Plan Update with two exceptions: the
Planning Framework (Part I, Chapter 2) of the General Plan Update will modify the Urban
Development Boundary for the Pixley Community Plan would be modified to include the Harmon
Field Airport and the Urban Development Boundary of the Dinuba County Adopted City General
Plan would be modified to reflect the recently annexed Dinuba Golf Course, residential and wastewater
treatment area.
Furthermore, the General Plan 2030 Update anticipates the future adoptions of additional Sub-Area
Plans, County Adopted City General Plans, and Community Plans, as well as Mountain Service
Center Plans, Hamlet Plans, and Corridor Plans. These anticipated plans are discussed below. Each,
when adopted, will be included in Part III. Thus, Part III includes the following plans, shown in
Table ES-2.
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TABLE ES-2
PART III COMPONENTS: SUB-AREA PLANS, COUNTY ADOPTED CITY GENERAL PLANS,
COMMUNITY PLANS, HAMLET PLANS, MOUNTAIN SERVICE CENTER PLANS, CORRIDORS (SEE
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE, PART I, CHAPTER 1, PAGES 1-4 THRU 1-70 III)
Component

Description

Existing Sub-area Plans





Great Western Divide North Half Plan (a Sub-Area plan located within the
boundaries of the Mountain Framework Plan) (adopted 1990; amended 1994
Juvenile Detention Facility-Sequoia Field Land Use and Public Buildings Elements
(adopted 1995)
Kennedy Meadows Plan (a Sub-Area plan located within the boundaries of the
Mountain Framework Plan) (adopted 1986; amended 1995)
Kings River Plan (a Sub-Area plan located within the boundaries of the Rural
Valley Lands Plan) (adopted 1975)
Sequoia Field Land Use and Public Buildings Element (adopted 1981)

Mountain Framework Plan
Sub-areas (Sub-area Plans
not yet adopted)







Great Western Divide South Half Plan
Posey Plan
Redwood Mountain Plan
South Sierra Plan
Upper Balch Park Plan

County Adopted City
General Plans

Eight existing County Adopted City General Plans, including two neighborhood plans,
that cover the areas between the city limit lines of the eight incorporated cities in Tulare
County and the County-adopted Urban Area Boundaries and Urban Development
Boundaries for those cities (note that Tulare County does not have the authority to
regulate land use within the city limits of those cities):













Additional County Adopted
City General Plans

Existing Community Plans

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

Dinuba (adopted 1964)
Exeter (adopted 1976)
Farmersville (adopted 1976)
Lindsay (adopted 1981)
Porterville (adopted 1990)
o
East Porterville Neighborhood Plan (adopted 1990)
Tulare (adopted 1980)
Visalia (adopted 1992)
o
Patterson Tract Neighborhood Plan (adopted 1992)
Woodlake (adopted 1986)

The Goals and Policies Report calls for adopting two additional County Adopted City
General Plans. Both of these areas have established Urban Development Boundaries
and the Plans will become components of Part III when adopted:



Delano
Kingsburg














Cutler/Orosi Community Plan (adopted 1988)
Earlimart Community Plan (adopted 1988)
Goshen Community Plan (adopted 1978)
Ivanhoe Community Plan (adopted 1990)
Pixley Community Plan (adopted 1997)
Poplar/Cotton Center Community Plan (adopted 1996)
Richgrove Community Plan (adopted 1987)
Springville Community Plan (adopted 1985)
Strathmore Community Plan (adopted 1989)
Terra Bella/Ducor Community Plan (adopted 2004)
Three Rivers Community Plan (adopted 1980)
Traver Community Plan (adopted 1989)
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TABLE ES-2
PART III COMPONENTS: SUB-AREA PLANS, COUNTY ADOPTED CITY GENERAL PLANS,
COMMUNITY PLANS, HAMLET PLANS, MOUNTAIN SERVICE CENTER PLANS, CORRIDORS (SEE
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE, PART I, CHAPTER 1, PAGES 1-4 THRU 1-70 III)
Component

Description

Additional Community
Plans

The Goals and Policies Report designates eight additional communities and calls for
adopting a Community Plan for each. Each of these Communities has an existing Urban
Development Boundary except Sultana. These Community Plans will become
components of Part III of the General Plan when adopted





Mountain Service Center
Plans

Balance Rock
Balch Park
Blue Ridge
California Hot Springs/Pine Flat
Fairview
Hartland
Johnsondale
McClenney Tract










Panorama Heights
Posey/Idlewild
Poso Park
Silver City
Sugarloaf Mountain Park
Sugarloaf Park
Sugarloaf Village
Wilsonia

The Goals and Policies Report also designates certain locations as Hamlets and calls
for the adoption of a Hamlet Plan for each of these. When adopted, Hamlet Plans will
become part of Part III of the General Plan.







Corridor Plans

Plainview
Sultana
Tipton
Woodville

The Goals and Policies Report designates certain existing developed areas within the
boundaries of the Mountain Framework Plan as Mountain Service Centers and calls for
adopting Mountain Service Center Plans (as a part of the Mountain Sub Area Plans) for
these locations. When adopted, these plans will become components of Part III of the
General Plan.









Hamlet Plans






Alpaugh
East Orosi
Lemon Cove
London







Allensworth
Delft Colony
East Tulare Villa
Lindcove
Monson
Seville

Teviston
Tonyville
Waukena
West Goshen
Yettem

The Corridor Framework Plan in Part II establishes policies that would guide the
potential adoption of “Corridor Plans” within the County. When adopted the Corridor
Plans will become part of Part III of the General Plan.



The Mooney Corridor Concepts Plan (suspended by Tulare County Board of
Supervisors, General Plan Amendment 04-001 and Resolution No. 04-0651
pending adoption of the Corridor Framework Plan)
Additional Corridor Plans to be determined

Project Objectives
Although the General Plan 2030 Update (the proposed project) was developed to meet several
fairly broad objectives (i.e., the requirements of State law, etc.) the General Plan Update was also
developed through an extensive public outreach process to reflect the specific policy needs within
Tulare County. To help determine what these specific policy needs are, the Tulare County
Board of Supervisors considered input received from the many community workshops, the Tulare
County General Plan Update Technical Advisory Committee, and the Tulare County Planning
Commission, on the fundamental values that would guide the preparation of the General Plan Update.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
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Overall, the objectives of the proposed project are to amend and update the policies of the
General Plan to achieve the following:


Provide opportunities for small unincorporated communities to grow or improve quality
of life and their economic viability and to provide the framework for planning new self
sustaining communities;



Promote reinvestment in existing unincorporated communities in a way that enhances the
quality of life and their economic viability in these locations;



Protect the County’s important agricultural resources and scenic natural lands from urban
encroachment through the implementation of goals and policies of the General Plan;



Strictly limit rural residential development in important agricultural areas outside of
unincorporated communities’ Urban Development Boundaries (UDBs) and cities’ County
Adopted City Urban Area Boundaries (CACUABs) and County Adopted City Urban
Development Boundaries (CACUDBs) (i.e., avoid rural residential sprawl);



Allow existing and outdated agricultural facilities in rural areas to be retrofitted and used
for new agricultural related businesses (including value added processing facilities and
uses) subject to specified criteria; and



Enhance planning coordination and cooperation with the agencies and organizations with
land management responsibilities in and adjacent to Tulare County.

Build out and Population Growth Assumptions under the Proposed Project
The review of the proposed project includes an analysis of development which could occur if
currently vacant land were developed according to the urban growth areas identified in the land use
map (shown in Figure ES-2 and ES-3), land use designation descriptions for each planning area of
the County, and the policy direction outlined in the Planning Framework Element (see Part I,
Chapter 2) of the Goals and Policies Report. For purposes of this EIR analysis and for consistency
with existing Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) and State Department of Finance
projections, it is assumed that this build out would occur by 2030. However, it is possible that maximum
growth or “theoretical build out” identified under the proposed project may not occur by the horizon
year of 2030. To help clarify the role of the two agencies referenced for the population data used in the
RDEIR, demographers from the California Department of Finance develop and provide annual
estimates of current population and housing statistics for both cities and counties within California
along with population projections for a variety of target years. The regional transportation and
planning agency for the County, TCAG, considers these statistics for its own planning efforts. The
California Department of Finance is considered a reputable source of information that is used by
planning agencies and jurisdictions throughout the State of California.
Although it is not possible to give a precise breakdown between the various uses which may occur,
residential uses would be expected to be part of most mixed use development. In many cases,
theoretical build out may be less than the maximum allowed densities and intensities due to a
number of factors, including:

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
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Figure ES-3
Rural Valley Lands Plan Portion of the Land Use Diagram

Executive Summary



A property owner may seek less development than is allowed under the General Plan Update;



Environmental constraints may result in lower intensity of development than allowed on
some parcels;



Policies or regulations (e.g., height limits, setbacks, infrastructure constraints etc.) may
lower the amount of development allowed on a particular parcel, and/or



Infrastructure constrains such as water or sewer may limit the amount of development.

An example of a community with constraints is Springville. Springville is currently under a wastewater
moratorium by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Further constraints within the
community are the slope percentage, grading, existing urban development, floodway, biological,
cultural and many other issues. These constraints limit the density of urban development within the
community. The analysis in the RDEIR also takes into consideration historic development patterns to
project the type of development that would occur in areas with the new, mixed use designation. Existing
zoning, roads, existing development, slope percentage, water and sewer capacity, and many other
constraints would remain in place and would greatly reduce the maximum build-out potential.
It is highly unlikely that most of the vacant land in these areas will develop to a maximum of 30
units an acre.
The review of the proposed project is based on a projected year 2030 population of 742, 970. This
population estimate is based on projections provided by TCAG (TCAG, page 1, 2008) and the State
Department of Finance (California Department of Finance, pages 18-19, 2007). Using these population
projections as a base, the County considered several population growth scenarios that addressed the
County’s incorporated and unincorporated areas ability and capacity to grow and accommodate future
population. These population growth scenarios were addressed during the General Plan Alternatives
Phase and are described in greater detail in the Policy Alternatives Newsletter (August 2005) located on
the County’s website (http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/documents.html) In reviewing these population
growth scenarios and TCAG traffic modeling projections, it was determined (with County Board of
Supervisor direction) that the unincorporated portions of the County could accommodate approximately
25% of future new growth. Table ES-3 identifies this expected population growth for both the
incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County that would occur under the proposed project.
Consequently, 75% (235,480) of the new population growth is expected, under the General Plan Update,
to occur within the cities as they expand into the CACUDBs and their Spheres of Influence. The
remaining new population growth, 25% (78,490) is expected to occur mainly within unincorporated
communities and hamlets and foothill development corridors, urban and regional growth corridors, and
mountain service centers. These future growth assumptions are consistent with several of the General
Plan 2030 Update objectives specific to growth issues and the policy guidance provided in the Planning
Framework Element.
Major infrastructure investments by the public and private sectors are a necessary precursor to
accommodate anticipated growth within the County. As a result of the availability of public
services and guided by policies included in the General Plan Update, a majority of future
development is expected to occur within established Urban Development Boundaries (UDBs),
Urban Area Boundaries (UABs), Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDBs), and other identified
growth areas. Each of these areas are discussed above and identified in the General Plan Update
Land Use Diagram.
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TABLE ES-3
POPULATION GROWTH AND DISTRIBUTION
2007
Population
Estimate

2007
Population
Distribution

Percent of
Net New
Growth

2007-2030
Net New
Growth

County Adopted Cities (UDB)

284,910

66%

75.0%

235,480

520,390

70%

Unincorporated County

144,090

34%

25.0%

78,490

222,580

30%

Total

429,000

100.0%

100.0%

313,970

742,970

100.0%

City/County

2030
Population
Estimate

2030
Population
Distribution

SOURCE: California Department of Finance, pages 18-19, 2007; Tulare County Association of Governments, page 1, 2008.

Guidance for focusing this population growth will be provided by the various policies and
implementation measures outlined in the General Plan Update, in particular those found in the
Planning Framework and Land Use Elements. Several of these key policies from the Planning
Framework Element are identified below:

Planning Framework Element
Section 2.1 General
PF-1.1

Maintain Urban Edges: The County shall strive to maintain distinct urban edges for
all unincorporated communities within the valley region or foothill region, while creating
a transition between urban uses and agriculture and open space [New Policy] [1964 General
Plan; Major Issue 1-Retention of community identity, preservation of the agricultural
economic base and control of urban sprawl; Policy 1] [1964 General Plan; Pg. I-6; 1964].

PF-1.2

Location of Urban Development: The County shall ensure that urban development
only takes place in the following areas:
1. Within incorporated cities and CACUDBs;
2. Within the UDBs of adjacent cities in other counties, unincorporated communities,
planned community areas, and HDBs of hamlets;
3. Within foothill development corridors as determined by procedures set forth in
Foothill Growth Management Plan;
4. Within areas set aside for urban use in the Mountain Framework Plan and the
mountain sub-area plans; and
5. Within other areas suited for non-agricultural development, as determined by the
procedures set forth in the Rural Valley Lands Plan [Urban Boundaries Element,
as amended].

PF-1.3

Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs: The County shall encourage those types of urban land uses
that benefit from urban services to develop within UDBs and HDBs. Permanent uses
which do not benefit from urban services shall be discouraged within these areas. This
shall not apply to agricultural or agricultural support uses, including the cultivation of
land or other uses accessory to the cultivation of land provided that such accessory uses
are time-limited through Special Use Permit procedures [New Policy].

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
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PF-1.4

Available Infrastructure: The County shall encourage urban development to locate
in existing UDBs and HDBs where infrastructure is available or may be established in
conjunction with development. The County shall ensure that development does not
occur unless adequate infrastructure is available, that sufficient water supplies are available
or can be made available and that there are adequate provisions for long term management
and maintenance of infrastructure and identified water supplies [New Policy].

PF-1.6

Appropriate Land Uses by Location: The County shall utilize the Land Use Element
and adopted County Adopted City General Plans, Community Plans, Hamlet Plans,
Planned Communities, Corridor Areas, or Area Plans to designate land uses and
intensities that reflect and maintain the appropriate level of urbanized development in
each County Adopted City General Plan, Community Plan, Hamlet Plan, Planned
Community, Corridor Area, or Area Plan [New Policy].

PF-1.10

Non-Conforming Uses – General: Any previously and legally established use, building, or
parcel that may not be expressly permitted by this plan in any given land use designation
or the implementing zoning shall be allowed to continue in accordance with the Tulare
County Zoning Ordinance and General Plan [New Policy].

Section 2.2 Communities
PF-2.6

Land Use Consistency: The County shall require all community plans to use the same
land use designations as used in this Countywide General Plan (See Chapter 4, Land
Use). All community plans shall also utilize a similar format and content. The
content may change due to the new requirements such as Global Climate Change and
Livable Community Concepts, as described on the table provided (Table 2.2-2:
Community Plan Content). Changes to this format may be considered for unique
and special circumstances as determined appropriate by the County. Until such time as a
Community Plan is adopted for those communities without existing Community
Plans, the land use designation shall be mixed use, which promotes the integration of
a compatible mix of residential types and densities, commercial uses, public facilities,
and services and employment opportunities [Urban Boundaries Element; Chapter IV;
C. Current and Advanced Planning; Implementation Program C-1] [Urban
Boundaries Element; Chapter IV; Pg; 19; 1988, Modified].

Program EIR and Final EIR Process
This FEIR is prepared as a program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. A program
EIR assesses the broad environmental impacts of a program (a series of related projects) with the
understanding that a more detailed site-specific review may be required to assess future projects
implemented under the program. Please refer to Chapters 1 and 2 of the RDEIR for additional
discussion of the program EIR and subsequent environmental review.
The RDEIR for the General Plan 2030 Update was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH#
2006041162) and released for public and agency review on March 25, 2010. This 60-day public
review and comment period concluded on May 27, 2010. During the review period, forty-four
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(44) letters were received. These letters with comments pertaining to the RDEIR are included in
Volume II of this FEIR, with a summary provided in Chapter 3 of this FEIR.
This document includes comments and responses to comments on the RDEIR and, along with the
RDEIR, comprises the FEIR for the proposed project. The County Board of Supervisor’s will
certify the FEIR at a public hearing.
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines (§15132) this FEIR consists of:
a) The RDEIR.
b) Comments and recommendations received on the RDEIR
c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the RDEIR.
d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process.
e) Any other information added by the lead agency prior to certification of the FEIR.
Items (c) through (d) are included in this document (see chapters 3-5 of this FEIR). Item (a) and
Item (b) are each bound separately. Revisions to the RDEIR including minor edits and
corrections, revisions made as result of comments received and clarifications and modifications
are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIR. Consequently, this FEIR document and the RDEIR
together shall comprise the FEIR.

Summary of Environmental Impacts
All of the impacts analyzed in the draft and FEIR, including those considered to be less-thansignificant, are summarized in Table ES-4. The impact statements provided in the table
incorporate the revised impact conclusions from the RDEIR.
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TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

3.1 Land Use
Impact 3.1-1 The proposed project could divide the physical
arrangement of an established community.

Impact 3.1-2 The proposed project could conflict with other applicable
adopted land use plans.
Impact 3.1-3 The proposed project would substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of scenic resources or vistas.
Impact 3.1-4 The proposed project could substantially degrade the
quality of scenic corridors or views from scenic roadways.
Impact 3.1-5 The proposed project would create a new source of
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the County.

PFS-1.7 Coordination with Service Providers. The County shall work with special districts,
community service districts, public utility districts, mutual water companies, private water
purveyors, sanitary districts, and sewer maintenance districts to provide adequate public
facilities and to plan/coordinate, as appropriate, future utility corridors in an effort to minimize
future land use conflicts.
LU-7.12 Historic Buildings and Areas. The County shall encourage preservation of buildings
and areas with special and recognized historic, architectural, or aesthetic value. New
development should respect architecturally and historically significant buildings and areas.
Landscaping, original roadways, sidewalks, and other public realm features of historic
buildings or neighborhoods shall be restored or repaired where ever feasible.
None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).
No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
LU-7.18 Lighting. The County shall continue to improve and maintain lighting in park and
recreation facilities to prevent nuisance light and glare spillage on adjoining residential areas.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

PS

SU

PS

SU

PS

SU

PS

SU

PS

LTS

LU-7.19 Minimize Lighting Impacts. The County shall ensure that lighting in residential
areas and along County roadways shall be designed to prevent artificial lighting from reflecting
into adjacent natural or open space areas unless required for public safety.

3.2 Traffic and Circulation
Impact 3.2-1 The proposed project would result in a substantial increase
in vehicular traffic.
Impact 3.2-2 The proposed project would result in substantial changes
in accessibility to County-area railroad terminals and cargo
transfer points.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
TC-2.7 Rail Facilities and Existing Development. The County will work with the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to ensure that new railroad rights-of-way, yards, or
stations adjacent to existing residential or commercial areas are screened or buffered to
reduce noise, air, and visual impacts. Similarly, the County should coordinate with the CPUC
and railroad service providers to address railroad safety issues as part of all future new
development that affects local rail lines. Specific measures to be considered and incorporated
into the design of future projects affecting rail lines include, but are not limited to, the
installation of grade separations, warning signage, traffic signaling improvements, vehicle
parking prohibitions, installation of pedestrian specific warning devices, and the construction of
pull out lanes for buses and vehicles.

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

ES-15

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

Impact 3.2-3 The proposed project would result in a substantial increase None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
in Countywide aviation usage at local facilities.
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.2-4 The proposed project would result in a substantial increase None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
in public transit usage.
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.2-5 The proposed project would result in a substantial increase None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
in bicycle and pedestrian activity.
Measures).

LTS

LTS

3.3 Air Quality
Impact 3.3-1 The proposed project could expose a variety of sensitive
land uses to construction-related air quality emissions.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.3-2 The proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants that
result in a violation of an air quality standard.

AQ-1.10 Alternative Fuel Vehicle Infrastructure. County shall support the development of
necessary facilities and infrastructure needed to encourage the use of low or zero-emission
vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling
stations, including CNG filing stations.

PS

SU

Impact 3.3-3 The proposed project could conflict with or obstruct
implementation of an applicable air quality plan.

AQ-1.10 Alternative Fuel Vehicle Infrastructure. County shall support the development of
necessary facilities and infrastructure needed to encourage the use of low or zero-emission
vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling
stations, including CNG filing stations.

PS

SU

Impact 3.3-4 The proposed project could expose sensitive receptors to No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
substantial pollutant concentrations that could affect public available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
health.

PS

SU

Impact 3.3-5 The proposed project could create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.4-1 The proposed project could result in the wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy by
residential, commercial, industrial, or public uses
associated with increased demand due to anticipated
population growth in the County.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.4-2 The proposed project could result in the wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy in the
construction and operation of new buildings.

ERM-4.7 Reduce Energy Use in County Facilities. Continue to integrate energy efficiency
and conservation into all County functions.

LTS

LTS

3.4 Energy and Global Climate Change

ERM-4.8 Energy Efficiency Standards. The County shall encourage renovations and new
development to incorporate energy efficiency and conservation measures that exceed State
Title 24 standards. When feasible, the County shall offer incentives for use of energy reduction
measures such as expedited permit processing, reduced fees, and technical assistance.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

ES-16

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Executive Summary

TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.4-3 The proposed project would potentially conflict with the
State goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in
California to 1990 levels by 2020, as set forth by the
timetable established in AB 32, California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006.

AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions. The County shall monitor and
support the efforts of Cal/EPA, CARB and the SJVAPCD, under AB 32, to develop a
recommended list of emission reduction strategies. As appropriate, the County will evaluate
each new project under the updated General Plan to determine its consistency with the
emission reduction strategies.

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation
PS

SU

LTS

LTS

AQ-1.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan/Climate Action Plan. The County will
develop a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan (Plan) that identifies greenhouse gas
emissions within the County as well as ways to reduce those emissions. The Plan will
incorporate the requirements adopted by the California Air Resources Board specific to this
issue. In addition, the County will work with the Tulare County Association of Governments
and other applicable agencies to include the following key items in the regional planning
efforts.


Inventory all known, or reasonably discoverable, sources of greenhouse gases in the
County,



Inventory the greenhouse gas emissions in the most current year available, and those
projected for year 2020, and



Set a target for the reduction of emissions attributable to the County’s discretionary land
use decisions and its own internal government operations.
AQ-1.9 Support Off-Site Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The County
will support and encourage the use of off-site measures or the purchase of carbon offsets to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
AQ Implementation Measure #16. The County shall develop and maintain a climate action
plan. The climate action plan shall include the following elements: an emissions inventory,
emission reduction targets, applicable greenhouse gas control measures, and monitoring and
reporting plan.
AQ Implementation Measure #17. The County may inspect County facilities to evaluate
energy use, the effectiveness of water conservation measures, production of GHGs, use of
recycled and renewable products and indoor air quality to develop recommendations for
performance improvement or mitigation. The County shall update the audit periodically and
review progress towards implementation of its recommendations.

3.5 Noise
Impact 3.5-1 The proposed project could expose a variety of noisesensitive land uses to construction noise.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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HS-8.18 Construction Noise. The County shall seek to limit the potential noise impacts of
construction activities by limiting construction activities to the hours of 7 am to 7 pm, Monday through
Saturday when construction activities are located near sensitive receptors. No construction
shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without a permit from the County to minimize noise
impacts associated with development near sensitive receptors.

Significant and Unavoidable = SU
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TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.5-2 The proposed project could expose a variety of noisesensitive land uses to traffic noise.

HS-8.19 Construction Noise Control. The County shall ensure that construction contractors
implement best practices guidelines (i.e., berms, screens, etc.) as appropriate and feasible to
reduce construction-related noise-impacts on surrounding land uses.
HS-8.13 Noise Analysis. The County shall require a detailed noise impact analysis in areas
where current or future exterior noise levels from transportation or stationary sources have the
potential to exceed the adopted noise policies of the Health and Safety Element, where there
is development of new noise sensitive land uses or the development of potential noise
generating land uses near existing sensitive land uses. The noise analysis shall be the
responsibility of the project applicant and be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer (i.e., a
Registered Professional Engineer in the State of California, etc.). The analysis shall include
recommendations and evidence to establish mitigation that will reduce noise exposure to
acceptable levels (such as those referenced in Table 10-1 of the Health and Safety Element).
HS-8.14 Sound Attenuation Features. The County shall require sound attenuation features
such as walls, berming, heavy landscaping, between commercial, industrial, and residential
uses to reduce noise and vibration impacts.

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

PS

SU

PS

SU

HS-8.15 Noise Buffering. The County shall require noise buffering or insulation in new
development along major streets, highways, and railroad tracks.
HS-8.16 State Noise Insulation Standards. The County shall enforce the State Noise
Insulation Standards (California Administrative Code, Title 24) and Chapter 35 of the Uniform
Building Code.
HS-8.17 Coordinate with Caltrans. The County shall work with Caltrans to mitigate noise
impacts on sensitive receptors near State roadways, by requiring noise buffering or insulation
in new construction.
HS-8.18 Construction Noise. The County shall seek to limit the potential noise impacts of
construction activities on surrounding land uses by limiting construction activities to the hours
of 7 am to 7pm, Monday through Saturday when construction activities are located near
sensitive receptors. No construction shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without a
permit from the County to minimize noise impacts associated with development near sensitive
receptors.
Impact 3.5-3 The proposed project could expose a variety of noisesensitive land uses to railroad noise.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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HS-8.13 Noise Analysis. The County shall require a detailed noise impact analysis in areas
where current or future exterior noise levels from transportation or stationary sources have the
potential to exceed the adopted noise policies of the Health and Safety Element, where there
is development of new noise sensitive land uses or the development of potential noise
generating land uses near existing sensitive land uses. The noise analysis shall be the
responsibility of the project applicant and be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer (i.e.,
a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of California, etc.). The analysis shall include
recommendations and evidence to establish mitigation that will reduce noise exposure to
acceptable levels (such as those referenced in Table 10-1 of the Health and Safety Element).

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

ES-18

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Executive Summary

TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

HS-8.14 Sound Attenuation Features. The County shall require sound attenuation features
such as walls, berming, heavy landscaping, between commercial, industrial, and residential
uses to reduce noise and vibration impacts.
HS-8.15 Noise Buffering. The County shall require noise buffering or insulation in new
development along major streets, highways, and railroad tracks.
HS-8.16 State Noise Insulation Standards. The County shall enforce the State Noise
Insulation Standards (California Administrative Code, Title 24) and Chapter 35 of the Uniform
Building Code.
HS-8.17 Coordinate with Caltrans. The County shall work with Caltrans to mitigate noise
impacts on sensitive receptors near State roadways, by requiring noise buffering or insulation
in new construction.
HS-8.18 Construction Noise. The County shall seek to limit the potential noise impacts of
construction activities on surrounding land uses by limiting construction activities to the hours
of 7 am to 7 pm, Monday through Saturday when construction activities are located near
sensitive receptors. No construction shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without a
permit from the County to minimize noise impacts associated with development near sensitive
receptors.
Impact 3.5-4 The proposed project could expose a variety of noisesensitive land uses to additional stationary noise sources.

HS-8.13 Noise Analysis. The County shall require a detailed noise impact analysis in areas
where current or future exterior noise levels from transportation or stationary sources have the
potential to exceed the adopted noise policies of the Health and Safety Element, where there
is development of new noise sensitive land uses or the development of potential noise
generating land uses near existing sensitive land uses. The noise analysis shall be the
responsibility of the project applicant and be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer (i.e.,
a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of California, etc.). The analysis shall include
recommendations and evidence to establish mitigation that will reduce noise exposure to
acceptable levels (such as those referenced in Table 10-1 of the Health and Safety Element).

PS

SU

HS-8.14 Sound Attenuation Features. The County shall require sound attenuation features
such as walls, berming, heavy landscaping, between commercial, industrial, and residential
uses to reduce noise and vibration impacts.
HS-8.15 Noise Buffering. The County shall require noise buffering or insulation in new
development along major streets, highways, and railroad tracks.
HS-8.16 State Noise Insulation Standards. The County shall enforce the State Noise
Insulation Standards (California Administrative Code, Title 24) and Chapter 35 of the Uniform
Building Code.
HS-8.17 Coordinate with Caltrans. The County shall work with Caltrans to mitigate noise
impacts on sensitive receptors near State roadways, by requiring noise buffering or insulation
in new construction.
Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

HS-8.18 Construction Noise. The County shall seek to limit the potential noise impacts of
construction activities on surrounding land uses by limiting construction activities to the hours
of 7 am to 7 pm, Monday through Saturday when construction activities are located near
sensitive receptors. No construction shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without a
permit from the County to minimize noise impacts associated with development near sensitive
receptors.
Impact 3.5-5 The proposed project could expose a variety of noisesensitive land uses to excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.

HS-8.13 Noise Analysis. The County shall require a detailed noise impact analysis in areas
where current or future exterior noise levels from transportation or stationary sources have the
potential to exceed the adopted noise policies of the Health and Safety Element, where there
is development of new noise sensitive land uses or the development of potential noise
generating land uses near existing sensitive land uses. The noise analysis shall be the
responsibility of the project applicant and be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer (i.e.,
a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of California, etc.). The analysis shall include
recommendations and evidence to establish mitigation that will reduce noise exposure to
acceptable levels (such as those referenced in Table 10-1 of the Health and Safety Element).
HS-8.14 Sound Attenuation Features. The County shall require sound attenuation features
such as walls, berming, heavy landscaping, between commercial, industrial, and residential
uses to reduce noise and vibration impacts.
HS-8.15 Noise Buffering. The County shall require noise buffering or insulation in new
development along major streets, highways, and railroad tracks.
HS-8.16 State Noise Insulation Standards. The County shall enforce the State Noise
Insulation Standards (California Administrative Code, Title 24) and Chapter 35 of the Uniform
Building Code.
HS-8.17 Coordinate with Caltrans. The County shall work with Caltrans to mitigate noise
impacts on sensitive receptors near State roadways, by requiring noise buffering or insulation
in new construction.
HS-8.18 Construction Noise. The County shall seek to limit the potential noise impacts of
construction activities on surrounding land uses by limiting construction activities to the hours
of 7 am to 7 pm, Monday through Saturday when construction activities are located near
sensitive receptors. No construction shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without a
permit from the County to minimize noise impacts associated with development near sensitive
receptors.

Impact 3.5-6 The proposed project would be located within an airport
No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
land use plan area or within the vicinity of a private airstrip available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
and could expose people residing or working within the
project area to excessive noise levels.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

PS

SU

PS

SU

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

ES-20

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Executive Summary

TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

3.6 Hydrology, Water Quality and Drainage
Impact 3.6-1 The proposed project could violate water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade
water quality.

WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs). The County shall continue to require the use
of feasible BMPs and other mitigation measures designed to protect surface water and
groundwater from the adverse effects of construction activities, agricultural operations
requiring a County Permit, and urban runoff in coordination with the Water Quality Control
Board.
WR-3.2 Develop an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. The County will
participate with other agencies and organizations that share water management
responsibilities in the County to enhance modeling, data collection, reporting, and public
outreach efforts to support the development and implementation of appropriate Integrated
Regional Water Management Plans (IRWMP) within the County.
WR-3.9 Establish Critical Water Supply Areas. The County shall designate Critical Water
Supply Areas to include the specific areas used by a municipality or community for its water
supply system, areas critical to groundwater recharge, and other areas possessing a vital role
in the management of the water resources in the County, including those areas with degraded
groundwater quality.
Water Resources Implementation Measure #17. The County shall amend the well
ordinance to require deeper seals in areas of known contaminants. The County shall also
oversee the proper abandonment of unused wells.
Water Resources Implementation Measure #24. The County shall protect groundwater
recharge areas (including those identified as Critical Water Supply Areas) in the County by
carefully regulating the type of development within these areas. Regulations may include, but
are not limited to, the limitation of structural coverage and impervious surfaces and prohibition
of uses with the potential to discharge harmful pollutants, increase erosion, or create other
impacts degrading water quality or affecting groundwater supply.
Water Resources Implementation Measure #28. The County shall work with other
local/regional agencies, water purveyors, and interest groups to seek funding sources to
implement a variety of surface and groundwater restoration activities.

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.6-2 The proposed project would result in impacts to
groundwater supply, recharge, and secondary impacts to
groundwater resources.

WR-1.11 Groundwater Overdraft. The County shall consult with water agencies within those
areas of the County where groundwater extraction exceeds groundwater recharge, with the
goal of reducing and ultimately reversing groundwater overdraft conditions in the County.

PS

SU

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.6-3 The proposed project could substantially alter the existing None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
drainage pattern of the area, including through the
Measures).
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in on- or offsite flooding.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.6-4 The proposed project could create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the capacity of existing stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff.

PFS-4.1 Stormwater Management Plans. The County shall oversee, as per Community Plan
Content Table PF-2.1 and Specific Plan Content, Hamlet Plans Policy PF-3.3 Table LU-4.3,
the preparation and adoption of stormwater management plans for communities and hamlets
to reduce flood risk, protect soils from erosion, control stormwater, and minimize impacts on
existing drainage facilities, and develop funding mechanisms as part of the Community Plan
and Hamlet Plan process.

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation
LTS

LTS

Impact 3.6-5 The proposed project would expose people or structures to No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
flood hazards from development within a 100-year Flood
available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Hazard Area or from increased rates or amounts of surface
runoff from development.

PS

SU

Impact 3.6-6 The proposed project would expose people or structures to No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
flood hazards from failure of a levee or dam.
available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

PS

SU

3.7 Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Mineral Resources
Impact 3.7-1 The proposed project could result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.7-2 The proposed project could expose people to injury of
structures to damage from potential rupture of a known
earthquake fault, strong groundshaking, seismic-related
ground failure, or landslide.

HS-2.8 Alquist-Priolo Act Compliance. The County shall not permit any structure for human
occupancy to be placed within designated Earthquake Fault Zones (pursuant to and as
determined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act; Public Resources Code,
Chapter 7.5) unless the specific provisions of the Act and Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations have been satisfied.

PS

LTS

Impact 3.7-3 The proposed project could result in potential structural
damage from development on a potentially unstable
geologic unit or soil.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.7-4 The proposed project could increase the potential for
structural damage from development on expansive soil.

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.7-5 The proposed project could result in the loss of availability None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
of a known mineral resource or a locally important mineral Measures).
resource recovery site

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.7-6 The proposed project could result in land use
None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
incompatibilities with adjacent mineral extraction operations. Measures).

LTS

LTS

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

Impact 3.7-7 The proposed project could result in the loss of availability None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
of a known oil and/or gas resource that would be of value Measures).
to the region and the residents of the State.

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.7-8 The proposed project could result in land use
incompatibilities with adjacent oil and gas operations.

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.8-1 The proposed project could create a significant hazard to HS-4.8 Hazardous Materials Studies. The County shall ensure that the proponents of new
the public or the environment from the transportation, use, development projects address hazardous materials concerns through the preparation of
or disposal of hazardous materials.
Phase I or Phase II hazardous materials studies for each identified site as part of the design
phase for each project. Recommendations required to satisfy federal or State cleanup
standards outlined in the studies will be implemented as part of the construction phase for
each project.
HS-4.9 Pesticide Use. The County shall support an integrated pest management program
which includes the biological control methods overseen by the Tulare County Agricultural
Commissioner’s Office.

PS

LTS

Impact 3.8-2 The proposed project could include uses that emit
None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials,
Measures).
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of schools sites.

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.8-3 Development under the proposed project could be located HS-4.8 Hazardous Materials Studies. The County shall ensure that the proponents of new
on a hazardous waste site.
development projects address hazardous materials concerns through the preparation of
Phase I or Phase II hazardous materials studies for each identified site as part of the design
phase for each project. Recommendations required to satisfy federal or State cleanup
standards outlined in the studies will be implemented as part of the construction phase for
each project.
HS-4.9 Pesticide Use. The County shall support an integrated pest management program
which includes the biological control methods overseen by the Tulare County Agricultural
Commissioner’s Office.

PS

LTS

Impact 3.8-4 The proposed project could impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.

No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

PS

SU

Impact 3.8-5 The proposed project could result in development located None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
within an airport land use plan or within the vicinity of a
Measures).
public or private airport and could result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area.

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.8-6 The proposed project could expose people or structures to a None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Measures).

LTS

LTS

None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
Measures).

3.8 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

3.9 Public Services, Recreation Resources and Utilities
Impact 3.9-1 The proposed project would require new or expanded
water supplies, facilities and entitlements.

PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

SU

Impact 3.9-2 The proposed project could result in wastewater treatment PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
demand in excess of planned capacity that cannot be met program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
by new or expanded facilities.
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

SU

Impact 3.9-3 The proposed project would produce substantial amounts PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
of solid waste that could exceed the permitted capacity of a program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
landfill serving the County.
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

SU

Impact 3.9-4 The proposed project would comply with all federal, State, PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.9-5 The proposed project would increase the need or use of
fire protection services in the County.

PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

LTS

Impact 3.9-6 The proposed project would increase the need or use of
law enforcement services in the County.

PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

LTS

Impact 3.9-7 The proposed project would increase the need or use of
school services or facilities.

PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

LTS

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

PFS-8.6 School Funding. To the extent allowed by State law, the County may require new
projects to mitigate impacts on school facilities, in addition to the use of school fees. The
County will also work with school districts, developers, and the public to evaluate alternatives
to funding/providing adequate school facilities.
Impact 3.9-8 The proposed project would increase the need or use of
libraries and other community facilities.

PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

LTS

Impact 3.9-9 The proposed project would increase the need or use of
park and recreation facilities.

PFS Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop and adopt an impact fee
program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision,
operation, and on-going maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services (including,
but not limited to, fire stations and equipment, police stations and equipment, utility
infrastructure, recreational and library facilities).

PS

LTS

PS

SU

LTS

LTS

3.10 Agricultural Resources
Impact 3.10-1 The proposed project would result in the substantial
AG-1.6 Conservation Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation
conversion of important farmlands to non-agricultural uses. Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including
“Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require payment of an
in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed restriction,
or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for conversion of
important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available, the ACEP shall be used for
replacement lands determined to be of statewide significance (Prime or other Important
Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary for the preservation of agricultural land, including land
that may be part of a community separator as part of a comprehensive program to establish
community separators. The in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the
importance of land value and shall require equivalent mitigation.
AG-1.18 Farmland Trust and Funding Sources. The in-lieu fees collected by the County
may be transferred to the Central Valley Farmland Trust or other qualifying entity, which will
arrange the purchase of conservation easements. The County shall encourage the Trust or
other qualifying entity to pursue a variety of funding sources (grants, donations, taxes, or other
funds) to fund implementation of the ACEP.
Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15. The County shall consider the
implementation of an Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect
and preserve agricultural lands (including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in Policy AG-1.6.
Impact 3.10-2 The proposed project could conflict with the provisions of
the Williamson Act contracts through early termination of
active Williamson Act contracts.
Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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TABLE ES-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.10-3 The proposed project could involve other land use conflicts AG-1.6 Conservation Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation
between agricultural and urban uses.
Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including
“Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require payment of an
in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed restriction,
or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for conversion of
important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available, the ACEP shall be used for
replacement lands determined to be of statewide significance (Prime or other Important
Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary for the preservation of agricultural land, including land
that may be part of a community separator as part of a comprehensive program to establish
community separators. The in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the
importance of land value and shall require equivalent mitigation.

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation
PS

SU

PS

SU

PS

SU

AG-1.18 Farmland Trust and Funding Sources. The in-lieu fees collected by the County
may be transferred to the Central Valley Farmland Trust or other qualifying entity, which will
arrange the purchase of conservation easements. The County shall encourage the Trust or
other qualifying entity to pursue a variety of funding sources (grants, donations, taxes, or other
funds) to fund implementation of the ACEP.
Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15. The County shall consider the
implementation of an Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect
and preserve agricultural lands (including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in Policy AG-1.6.

3.11 Biological Resources
Impact 3.11-1 The proposed project would have a substantial adverse
ERM-1.15 Minimize Lighting Impacts. The County shall ensure that lighting associated with
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on a new development or facilities (including street lighting, recreational facilities, and parking) shall
variety of special status species.
be designed to prevent artificial lighting from illuminating adjacent natural areas at a level
greater than one foot candle above ambient conditions.
ERM-1.9 Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands. The County shall work with
other government land management agencies (such as the Bureau of Land Management, US
Forest Service, National Park Service) to preserve and protect biological resources, including
those within and adjacent to designated critical habitat, reserves, preserves, and other
protected lands, while maintaining the ability to utilize and enjoy the natural resources in the
County.
Impact 3.11-2 The proposed project would have a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communities.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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ERM-1.15 Minimize Lighting Impacts. The County shall ensure that lighting associated with
new development or facilities (including street lighting, recreational facilities, and parking) shall
be designed to prevent artificial lighting from illuminating adjacent natural areas at a level
greater than one foot candle above ambient conditions.
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

ERM-1.9 Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands. The County shall work with
other government land management agencies (such as the Bureau of Land Management, US
Forest Service, National Park Service) to preserve and protect biological resources, including
those within and adjacent to designated critical habitat, reserves, preserves, and other
protected lands, while maintaining the ability to utilize and enjoy the natural resources in the
County.
Impact 3.11-3 The proposed project would have a substantial adverse
effect on “federally protected” wetlands and other waters.

No additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are currently
available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

PS

SU

Impact 3.11-4 The proposed project would have a substantial adverse
effect on wildlife movement opportunities, migratory
corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites.

ERM-1.15 Minimize Lighting Impacts. The County shall ensure that lighting associated with
new development or facilities (including street lighting, recreational facilities, and parking) shall
be designed to prevent artificial lighting from illuminating adjacent natural areas at a level
greater than one foot candle above ambient conditions.

PS

SU

Impact 3.11-5 The proposed project would not conflict with any local
None Required (Beyond Currently Proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such Measures).
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

LTS

LTS

Impact 3.11-6 The proposed project could conflict with the provisions of
an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or
State habitat conservation plan.

ERM-1.17 Conservation Plan Coordination. The County shall coordinate with local, State,
and federal habitat conservation planning efforts (including Section 10 Habitat Conservation
Plan) to protect critical habitat areas that support endangered species and other special-status
species.

LTS

LTS

ERM-6.2 Protection of Resources with Potential State or Federal Designations. The
County shall protect cultural and archaeological sites with demonstrated potential for
placement on the National Register of Historic Places and/or inclusion in the California State
Office of Historic Preservation’s California Points of Interest and California Inventory of
Historic Resources. Such sites may be of Statewide or local significance and have
anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific, religious, or other
values as determined by a qualified archaeological professional.

PS

SU

ERM-1.16 Cooperate with Wildlife Agencies. The County shall cooperate with State and
federal wildlife agencies to address linkages between habitat areas.
ERM-1.9 Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands. The County shall work with
other government land management agencies (such as the Bureau of Land Management, US
Forest Service, National Park Service) to preserve and protect biological resources, including
those within and adjacent to designated critical habitat, reserves, preserves, and other
protected lands, while maintaining the ability to utilize and enjoy the natural resources in the
County.

3.12 Cultural Resources
Impact 3.12-1 The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse
change to a historic resource.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Level of
Significance Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation

ERM-6.3 Alteration of Sites with Identified Cultural Resources. When planning any
development or alteration of a site with identified cultural or archaeological resources,
consideration should be given to ways of protecting the resources. Development can be
permitted in these areas only after a site specific investigation has been conducted pursuant
to CEQA to define the extent and value of resource, and mitigation measures proposed for
any impacts the development may have on the resource.
ERM-6.6 Historic Structures and Sites. The County shall support public and private efforts
to preserve, rehabilitate, and continue the use of historic structures, sites, and parks. Where
applicable, preservation efforts shall conform to the current Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings.
ERM Implementation Measure #49. The County shall incorporate provisions into
development regulations that in the event archaeological and/or buried historic resources are
discovered during site excavation, grading, or construction, work on the site will be suspended
until the significance of the features can be determined by a qualified archaeologist. If
significant resources are determined to exist, the archaeologist shall make recommendations
for protection or recovery of the resource.
Impact 3.12-2 The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse
change to archaeological resources, paleontological
resources, and/or disturb human remains.

ERM Implementation Measure 55A Archaeological Resource Surveys. Prior to project
approval (for any project involving ground disturbing or demolition of a potentially historic
building), the County shall determine the need for a project applicant to have a qualified
archeologist conduct the following activities: (1) conduct a record search at the Regional
Archaeological Information Center and other appropriate historical repositories, (2) conduct
field surveys where appropriate, and (3) prepare technical reports, where appropriate, meeting
California Office of Historic Preservation Standards (Archeological Resource Management
Reports).

PS

SU/LTS

ERM Implementation Measure 55B Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event
that archaeological or paleontological resources are discovered during site excavation, the
County shall required that grading and construction work on the project site be suspended
until the significance of the features can be determined by a qualified archaeologist or
paleontologist. The County will require that a qualified archeologist / paleontologist make
recommendations for measures necessary to protect any site determined to contain or
constitute an historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a unique
paleontological resource or to undertake data recovery, excavation, analysis, and curation of
archaeological or paleontological materials. County staff shall consider such
recommendations and implement them where they are feasible in light of project design as
previously approved by the County.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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Level of
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Mitigation

ERM Implementation Measure 55C Discovery of Human Remains. Consistent with Section
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code and (CEQA Guidelines) Section 15064.5, if
human remains of Native American origin are discovered during project construction, it is
necessary to comply with State laws relating to the disposition of Native American burials,
which fall within the jurisdiction of the Native American Heritage Commission (Public
Resources Code Sec. 5097). In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any
human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, the following steps should be
taken:
1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until:
a. The Tulare County Coroner/Sheriff must be contacted to determine that no
investigation of the cause of death is required; and
b. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
i.

The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24
hours.

ii. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American.
iii. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of,
with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as
provided in Public Resources Code section 5097.98, or
2. Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative shall
rebury the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate
dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
a. The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely
descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation within 24
hours after being notified by the commission.
b. The descendant fails to make a recommendation; or
c. The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
descendent.

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS
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Mitigation

ERM-6.2 Protection of Resources with Potential State or Federal Designations. The
County shall protect cultural and archaeological sites with demonstrated potential for
placement on the National Register of Historic Places and/or inclusion in the California State
Office of Historic Preservation’s California Points of Interest and California Inventory of
Historic Resources. Such sites may be of Statewide or local significance and have
anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific, religious, or other
values as determined by a qualified archaeological professional.
ERM-6.3 Alteration of Sites with Identified Cultural Resources. When planning any
development or alteration of a site with identified cultural or archaeological resources,
consideration should be given to ways of protecting the resources. Development can be
permitted in these areas only after a site specific investigation has been conducted pursuant
to CEQA to define the extent and value of resource, and mitigation measures proposed for
any impacts the development may have on the resource.
Less Than Significant = LTS

Less Than Significant = LTS

Potentially Significant = PS

Potentially Significant = PS

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

ES-30

ESA / 207497
August 2012

CHAPTER 1

Introduction and Readers Guide
Introduction
This document and the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) that was
circulated for public review on March 25, 2010 through May 27, 2010 (60-day public review period)
is intended to constitute the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for Tulare County’s
(County) General Plan 2030 Update (proposed project). However, certification of the Final EIR
rests with the Board of Supervisors; therefore additional materials may be added or modified by
the County prior to the time of certification. (CEQA Guidelines §15090.) The information
presented in this FEIR is being provided in accordance with the requirements of the State
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and includes the following chapters:


Chapter 1, “Introduction and Reader’s Guide,” discusses the purpose of this document,
public review process, CEQA requirements, and use of this document.



Chapter 2, “Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR,” contains minor changes and
edits to the text of the RDEIR made in response to the comments. These changes correct
minor errors and provide clarifications and amplifications to the information previously
provided; the changes do not constitute significant new information or result in any new
significant impacts.



Chapter 3, “Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR,” includes a copy of each of the
comment letters received during the review period from March 25, 2010 to May 27,
2010. The individual comment letter numbers correspond to those responses provided in
Chapter 5.



Chapter 4, “Master Responses,” is comprised of general responses that address similar
comments received regarding certain specified subject areas.



Chapter 5, “Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR,” contains the written
responses to the individual comments received during the public review period for the
RDEIR along with written responses to those comments.

It should be noted that throughout the FEIR, the terms “General Plan 2030 Update,” “General
Plan Update,” and “proposed project” are used interchangeably to describe the General Plan 2030
Update, an amendment to the Tulare County General Plan that will be considered by County
decision makers.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
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Project Overview
The County of Tulare is in the process of amending and updating its existing general plan. The
name used for the proposed amendment and update is the Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update.
The General Plan 2030 Update will reorganize, update, and modernize the County’s general plan
policies and documents as described in Chapter 1 of the Tulare County General Plan 2030 document.
This FEIR for the General Plan 2030 Update was prepared in compliance with CEQA (Pub. Res.
Code §§21000 et. seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14). The
County of Tulare (County) is the Lead Agency for the environmental review of the proposed project
and has the principal responsibility preparing the EIR and for approving the General Plan 2030
Update. As described in the CEQA Guidelines §15121(a), an EIR is a public information document
used to inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant environmental
effects of a proposed project, as well as mitigation measures and alternatives to the project that
would reduce or avoid adverse environmental impacts.1 CEQA requires that state and local government
agencies consider the environmental consequences of plans and projects over which they have
discretionary authority. The EIR is an informational document used in the planning and decisionmaking process. It is not the purpose of an EIR to recommend either approval or denial of a project.
The procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying
both the significant effects of proposed projects and whether there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures which would avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects (Public
Resources Code §21002).” As a general rule, “public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.” However, “in the event
specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such
mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant
effects thereof.” (Ibid.)
Stated differently, under CEQA, a Lead Agency must make certain determinations before it can
approve or carry out a project if the EIR reveals that the project will result in one or more significant
environmental impacts.
Prior to its decision on whether or how to approve or carry out the proposed project, the Lead
Agency must “certify” the FEIR. According to the CEQA Guidelines, “certification” consists of
three separate steps. Prior to approving a project, the lead agency shall certify that: (1) the FEIR
has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) the FEIR was presented to the decision-making
body of the lead agency and that the body has reviewed and considered the information contained
in the FEIR prior to approving the project; and (3) that the FEIR reflects the Lead Agency’s
independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines, §15090(a); see also Public Resources
Code, §21082.1(c)(3)).

1 The term “project” in CEQA includes any activity which may cause either a direct physical change or a reasonably

foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment and is undertaken by any public agency. (Pub. Res. Code
§21065.) The proposed General Plan 2030 Update is therefore the “project” for purposes of CEQA review.
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Before approving a project for which a certified FEIR has identified significant environmental
effects, the lead agency must make one or more specific written findings for each of the identified
significant impacts. These findings are limited to the following:
1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR.
2. Such changes or alternations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted
by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.
3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the FEIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines, §15091(a)).
If there remain significant environmental effects even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives, the agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” before
it can proceed with the project. The statement of overriding consideration must be supported by
substantial evidence in the record (CEQA Guidelines, §15092 and 15093).
These overriding considerations include the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits
of the proposed project. The Lead Agency must balance these potential benefits against the project’s
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, the Lead Agency may consider the adverse environmental impacts
to be “acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines, §15093(a)). These benefits should be set forth in the statement
of overriding considerations, and may be based on the FEIR and/or other information in the record
of proceedings (CEQA Guidelines, §15093(b)).
Notably, the California Supreme Court, reflecting on this multi-step process for considering project
impacts and benefits, has stated that, “[t]he wisdom of approving [any] development project, a
delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of
the local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we
interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (See
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576).

Project Description
Project Setting and County Boundaries
Tulare County is located in a geographically diverse region with the peaks of the Sierra Nevada
framing its eastern region, a foothill region west of the mountains, transitioning to the western portion
of the County which includes the San Joaquin Valley floor, which is very fertile and extensively
cultivated. The County is connected regionally via State Route 99 (SR 99), which is the primary northsouth highway in the County. State highways 63 (north/south), 65 (north/south), 190 (east/west), and
198 (east/west) serve to connect the various cities, communities and regions within the County.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

1-3

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

Tulare County consistently ranks amongst the top two leading agricultural-producing counties in
the U.S., sharing this recognition with its larger neighbor to the north, Fresno County. In addition
to agricultural production, the County’s economic base also includes agricultural packing and
shipping operations. Small and medium sized manufacturing plants are located in the Valley part
of the county and are increasing in number.
The County of Tulare is bordered by Fresno County to the north and Kern County to the south. Kings
County is located on the west side of Tulare County while Inyo County borders the County to the
east (see Figure 1-1). The crest of the Sierra Nevada mountain range forms the boundary with Inyo
County. The northern border of Tulare County is an irregular line that passes just south of the Cities
of Kingsburg and Reedley and State Highway 180. The southern border is a consistent east-west
trending line, comprising the south standard parallel south of Mount Diablo, located north of the
City of Delano in Kern County. The western border generally trends north-south in a straight-line
north and south just east of the Cities of Corcoran and Hanford in Kings County.

Project Objectives
Although the General Plan 2030 Update (the proposed project) was developed to meet several
fairly broad objectives (i.e., the requirements of State law, etc.) the General Plan Update was also
developed through an extensive public outreach process to reflect the specific policy needs within
Tulare County. To help determine what these specific policy needs are, the Tulare County
Board of Supervisors considered input received from the many community workshops, the Tulare
County General Plan Update Technical Advisory Committee, and the Tulare County Planning
Commission, on the fundamental values that would guide the preparation of the General Plan Update.
Overall, the objectives of the proposed project are to amend and update the policies of the
General Plan to achieve the following:


Provide opportunities for small unincorporated communities to grow or improve quality
of life and their economic viability and to provide the framework for planning new self
sustaining communities;



Promote reinvestment in existing unincorporated communities in a way that enhances the
quality of life and their economic viability in these locations;



Protect the County’s important agricultural resources and scenic natural lands from urban
encroachment through the implementation of goals and policies of the General Plan;



Strictly limit rural residential development in important agricultural areas outside of
unincorporated communities’ Urban Development Boundaries (UDBs) and cities’ County
Adopted City Urban Area Boundaries (CACUABs) and County Adopted City Urban
Development Boundaries (CACUDBs) (i.e., avoid rural residential sprawl);



Allow existing and outdated agricultural facilities in rural areas to be retrofitted and used
for new agricultural related businesses (including value added processing facilities and
uses) subject to specified criteria; and



Enhance planning coordination and cooperation with the agencies and organizations with
land management responsibilities in and adjacent to Tulare County.
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Figure 1-1
Regional Locator

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

Legal Requirements
General Plans in California
State law requires each county and city to prepare and adopt a comprehensive and long-range General
Plan for its physical development (Government Code Section 65300). Each General Plan must
address the seven topics (referred to as “elements”) of land use, circulation, housing, open-space,
conservation, safety, and noise as identified in State law (Government Code Section 65302),
to the extent that the topics are locally relevant, i.e., to the extent the subject of the element exists in
the planning area (Government Code Section 65301(c). A summary of the primary objectives to be
addressed within each of these elements is provided in Table 1-1. Cities and counties in the San Joaquin
Valley must also address air quality matters as specified by Government Code Section 65302.1.
Cities and counties may also include other topics of local interest, as they choose (Government
Code Section 65303).
TABLE 1-1
SUMMARY OF THE MANDATED ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
General Plan Element
Land Use Element
Air Quality
Circulation Element

Primary Objectives
Provides the general distribution and intensity of land uses within the planning area.
Describes requirements for San Joaquin Valley in accordance with Government
Code 65302.1.
Identifies the general location and extent of existing and proposed transportation
facilities and utilities.

Housing Element

Includes a comprehensive assessment of current and future housing needs for all
segments of the County population, as well as a program for meeting those needs.

Open Space Element

Provides measures for the preservation of open space, for the protection of natural
resources, the managed production of resources, and for public health and safety.

Conservation Element

Addresses the conservation, development, and use of natural resources.

Safety Element

Establishes policies to protect the community from risks associated with natural
and human-made hazards such as seismic, geologic, flooding, wildlife hazards,
and air quality.

Noise Element

Identifies major noise sources and contains policies intended to protect the
community from exposure to excessive noise levels.

A comprehensive General Plan provides the jurisdiction, whether a city or a county, with a consistent
framework for future land use decision making. The General Plan has been called the “constitution”
for land use development to emphasize its importance to land use decisions. Once a General Plan
is adopted, its maps, diagrams, and development policies form the basis for the jurisdictions zoning,
subdivision, and public works actions. Under California law, no specific plan, area plan, community
plan, re-zoning, subdivision map, nor public works project may be approved unless a jurisdiction
finds that it is consistent with its adopted General Plan. The County’s jurisdiction is only the
unincorporated territory; it has no jurisdiction in city incorporated territory for this purpose.
The County may adopt all or individual elements including the combining of elements in the General
Plan in a format deemed appropriate or convenient by the legislative body so as to best fit the
County’s unique circumstances (Government Code Section 65301). In doing so, the County must
ensure that the General Plan and its component parts comprise an integrated, internally consistent
and compatible statement of development policies (Government Code Section 65300.5). For the
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purpose of this amendment, the County has chosen to update most of its general plan mandatory
elements (identified above in Table 1-1). The County’s Housing Element is included in the General
Plan Update by reference and is being updated as is required by State Law. The Housing Element is
scheduled to be adopted and certified on a separate track as per State requirements. The County
has previously adopted several optional elements, including the Flood Control Master Plan
and the Animal Confinement Facilities Plan-Phase I, which will remain in effect but will not be
amended or changed as part of this project.
Table 1-2 illustrates how these various elements (left column of table) relate to the mandatory
elements identified in State law. For County elements with no check mark, this is considered an
optional element. In addition to the various elements identified in the table, the General Plan contains
a number of Area Plans, Sub-Area Plans, Community Plans, and County Adopted City General Plans,
and will also contain future adopted Corridor Plans and Hamlet Plans. The overall structure of the
General Plan (effective in specified, defined unincorporated areas), is described in greater detail
below.
TABLE 1-2
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND THE STATEMANDATED ELEMENTS



Air Quality

Conservation



Safety

Open Space

Housing



Circulation

Planning Framework

Noise

Tulare County General Plan Elements

Land Use

State-Mandated Elements

Part I
Agriculture
Land Use





Economic Development
Housing



Scenic Landscapes





Environmental Resources Management





Air Quality
Health & Safety



Water Resources
Animal Confinement Facilities Plan






Transportation & Circulation



Public Services & Facilities



Flood Control Master Plan



Area & Corridor Plans



Community, Sub Area, & County Adopted City General Plans



















Part II










Part III
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Description of the Proposed Project
Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update is the product of an update process that would add a
variety of important new goals and policies to existing components of the County’s General Plan.
In addition, some obsolete policies of the General Plan will be deleted by this update process. In
many cases, those obsolete policies will be replaced by new provisions. Further, a Work Plan,
consisting of implementation measures, is proposed.
The General Plan 2030 Update consists of a comprehensive update of Tulare County’s existing
General Plan. The historic three tier structure will remain, formalized as three “Parts.” The key
General Plan Update policy document includes Part I: the Goals and Policies Report and Part
II: Area Plans. Part III consists of individual, existing Community, sub-area and other localized
plans. The current adopted plans in Part III will not be changed as part of this update, except that
the Planning Framework (Part 1, Chapter 2) of the General Plan Update modifies the Urban
Development Boundaries for Dinuba (revised by this update to include the Dinuba Golf Course)
and Pixley (revised by this update to include Harmon Field). Another key document is the 2010
Background Report (included as Appendix B of the RDEIR).

Part I: Goals and Policies Report
Part I (the Goals and Policies Report) of the General Plan 2030 Update Amendment document
would compile, modernize, and add goals and policies to guide future land use decisions within the
County unincorporated areas. The accompanying Work Plan identifies implementation measures
that will ensure the goals and policies of the General Plan Update are carried out. This section
identifies how this document is organized and provides a summary of its content.
The Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan Update) sets out a hierarchy of goals,
policies, and implementation measures designed to guide future development in the County. To provide
a comprehensive and easy-to-use format, the Goals and Policies Report is divided into four
components. Each component contains a set of related elements that have been grouped together
based on the close relationship of those elements. A summary of the four components is provided
below.
Each component will start with an overview of the elements contained in that component and present
the guiding principles used in the preparation of these elements. The individual elements will build
on these guiding principles, with each element containing a set of goals and policies that will be used
to guide the future land use of the County. At the end of each element or chapter is a proposed work
plan (list of implementation measures) showing how the goals and policies will be implemented.
All four components and the various elements that comprise each component are summarized
below in Table 1-3.
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TABLE 1-3
COMPONENTS OF THE GOALS AND POLICIES REPORT, PART I
Component

Chapter and Element

Component A.
General Plan Framework

This component introduces the Goals and Policies Report, provides a profile of
Tulare County and establishes a Planning Framework Element for the County.
Contents include:

Component B.
Prosperity

This component includes the elements that shape the County’s land use and
economic futures. Contents include:









Component C.
Environment

Chapter 2 Planning Framework Element

Chapter 3 Agriculture Element
Chapter 4 Land Use Element
Chapter 5 Economic Development Element
Chapter 6 Housing Element [not amended or changed by this project]

This component covers topics related to natural and cultural resources and public
health and safety. Contents include:







Component D.
Infrastructure

Chapter 1 Introduction

Chapter 7 Scenic Landscapes Element
Chapter 8 Environmental Resources Management Element
Chapter 9 Air Quality Element
Chapter 10 Health and Safety Element
Chapter 11 Water Resources Element
Chapter 12 Animal Confinement Facilities Plan [adopted 2000; not
amended or changed by this project]

This component covers the infrastructure systems necessary to ensure adequate
services and capacity of desired growth. Contents include:




Chapter 13 Transportation and Circulation
Chapter 14 Public Facilities and Services
Chapter 15 Flood Control Master Plan [adopted 1972; not amended or
changed by this project]

Component A. General Plan Framework
To help focus growth in the County, the General Plan Goals and Policies Report includes a Planning
Framework Element. This element describes community and hamlet planning boundaries, and
describes the relationship between unincorporated areas and cities. This latter relationship is of
primary importance as most of the county’s future growth is anticipated to occur within cites and
the unincorporated areas near cities.
To specifically focus this growth, the Planning Framework Element includes a set of policies
designed to address this issue. These policies are summarized below in Table 1-4 with further detail
provided in the Goals and Policies Report. Key to these policies are the County Adopted City UAB
and UDBs (CACUAB and CACUDB) for each city. A variety of measures are identified in the
policies to help focus growth within these areas. For example, Policy PF-4.20 “Application of a
Checklist to Control Development in a CACUDB” calls for the County to work with individual
cities using the Rural Valley Lands Plan or a similar checklist to evaluate applications for special
use permits, variances, or land divisions within CACUDBs to address impacts on regional issues
(i.e., transportation infrastructure, availability of water, etc.).
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TABLE 1-4
SUMMARY OF POLICIES (SECTION 2.4 – CITIES) FROM PLANNING FRAMEWORK ELEMENT
PF-4.1

CACUABs for Cities

PF-4.15

Urban Improvement Areas for Cities

PF-4.2

CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning Area

PF-4.16

Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties

PF-4.3

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs

PF-4.17

Cooperation with Individual Cities

PF-4.4

Planning in CACUDBs

PF-4.18

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUDB

PF-4.5

Spheres of Influence

PF-4.19

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB

PF-4.6

Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries

PF-4.20

Application of a Checklist to control
Development in a CACUDB

PF-4.7

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

PF-4.21

Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control
Development in a CACUAB

PF-4.8

General Plan Designations Within City UDBs

PF-4.22

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB

PF-4.9

Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs

PF-4.23

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB

PF-4.10

City Design Standards

PF-4.24

Annexations to a City within the CACUDB

PF-4.11

Transition to Agricultural Use

PF-4.25

Sphere of Influence Criteria

PF-4.12

Compatible Project Design

PF-4.26

City 50 Year Growth Boundaries

PF-4.13

Coordination with Cities on Development
Proposals

PF-4.27

Impacts of Development within the County on
City Facilities

PF-4.14

Revenue Sharing

Part II: Area Plans
Part II includes three “Area Plans,” one for each of the three major geographic areas of the
County. They are:


Rural Valley Lands Plan



Foothill Growth Management Plan



Mountain Framework Plan

Part II also includes a new Corridor Framework Plan, which would establish policies that would
guide the future, potential location and adoption of Corridor Plans within the County. Any such
adopted Corridor Plan would be included in Part III. Part II of the General Plan provides the policy
guidance required to address matters specific to defined geographic areas and corridors in the
County.

Part III: Community, Sub-area and County Adopted City General Plans
Part III of the General Plan 2030 Update consists of a number of existing planning documents:
Sub-Area Plans, County Adopted City General Plans, and Community Plans. Each of these plans,
described in Table 1-5, applies tailored policies to specified portions of the County. These existing
plans would not be revised or readopted as part of the proposed General Plan Update with two
exceptions: the Planning Framework (Part I, Chapter 2) of the General Plan Update will modify
the Urban Development Boundary for the Pixley Community Plan to include the Harmon Field
Airport and the Urban Development Boundary for the Dinuba County Adopted City General Plan
to reflect the recently annexed Dinuba Golf Course, residential and wastewater treatment area.
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Furthermore, the General Plan 2030 Update anticipates the future adoptions of additional Sub-Area
Plans, County Adopted City General Plans, and Community Plans, as well as Mountain Service
Center Plans, Hamlet Plans, and Corridor Plans. These anticipated plans are discussed below. Each,
when adopted, will be included in Part III. Thus, Part III includes the following plans, shown in
Table 1-5.
TABLE 1-5
PART III COMPONENTS: SUB-AREA PLANS, COUNTY ADOPTED CITY GENERAL PLANS,
COMMUNITY PLANS, HAMLET PLANS, MOUNTAIN SERVICE CENTER PLANS, CORRIDORS (SEE
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE, PART I, CHAPTER 1, PAGES 1-4 THRU 1-70 III)
Component

Description

Existing Sub-area Plans





Great Western Divide North Half Plan (a Sub-Area plan located within the
boundaries of the Mountain Framework Plan) (adopted 1990; amended 1994)
Juvenile Detention Facility-Sequoia Field Land Use and Public Buildings Elements
(adopted 1995)
Kennedy Meadows Plan (a Sub-Area plan located within the boundaries of the
Mountain Framework Plan) (adopted 1986; amended 1995
Kings River Plan (a Sub-Area plan located within the boundaries of the Rural
Valley Lands Plan) (adopted 1975)
Sequoia Field Land Use and Public Buildings Element (adopted 1981)

Mountain Framework Plan
Sub-areas (Sub-area Plans
not yet adopted)







Great Western Divide South Half Plan
Posey Plan
Redwood Mountain Plan
South Sierra Plan
Upper Balch Park Plan

County Adopted City
General Plans

Eight existing County Adopted City General Plans, including two neighborhood plans,
that cover the areas between the city limit lines of the eight incorporated cities in Tulare
County and the County-adopted Urban Area Boundaries and Urban Development
Boundaries for those cities (note that Tulare County does not have the authority to
regulate land use within the city limits of those cities):













Additional County Adopted
City General Plans

Existing Community Plans

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
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Dinuba (adopted 1964)
Exeter (adopted 1976)
Farmersville (adopted 1976)
Lindsay (adopted 1981)
Porterville (adopted 1990)
o
East Porterville Neighborhood Plan (adopted 1990)
Tulare (adopted 1980)
Visalia (adopted 1992)
o
Patterson Tract Neighborhood Plan (adopted 1992)
Woodlake (adopted 1986)

The Goals and Policies Report calls for adopting two additional County Adopted City
General Plans. Both of these areas have established Urban Development Boundaries
and the Plans will become components of Part III when adopted:



Delano
Kingsburg














Cutler/Orosi Community Plan (adopted 1988)
Earlimart Community Plan (adopted 1988)
Goshen Community Plan (adopted 1978)
Ivanhoe Community Plan (adopted 1990)
Pixley Community Plan (adopted 1997)
Poplar/Cotton Center Community Plan (adopted 1996)
Richgrove Community Plan (adopted 1987)
Springville Community Plan (adopted 1985)
Strathmore Community Plan (adopted 1989)
Terra Bella/Ducor Community Plan (adopted 2004)
Three Rivers Community Plan (adopted 1980)
Traver Community Plan (adopted 1989)
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TABLE 1-5
PART III COMPONENTS: SUB-AREA PLANS, COUNTY ADOPTED CITY GENERAL PLANS,
COMMUNITY PLANS, HAMLET PLANS, MOUNTAIN SERVICE CENTER PLANS, CORRIDORS (SEE
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE, PART I, CHAPTER 1, PAGES 1-4 THRU 1-70 III)
Component

Description

Additional Community
Plans

The Goals and Policies Report designates eight additional communities and calls for
adopting a Community Plan for each. Each of these Communities has an existing Urban
Development Boundary except Sultana. These Community Plans will become
components of Part III of the General Plan when adopted





Mountain Service Center
Plans

Balance Rock
Balch Park
Blue Ridge
California Hot Springs/Pine Flat
Fairview
Hartland
Johnsondale
McClenney Tract










Panorama Heights
Posey/Idlewild
Poso Park
Silver City
Sugarloaf Mountain Park
Sugarloaf Park
Sugarloaf Village
Wilsonia

The Goals and Policies Report also designates certain locations as Hamlets and calls
for the adoption of a Hamlet Plan for each of these. When adopted, Hamlet Plans will
become part of Part III of the General Plan.







Corridor Plans

Plainview
Sultana
Tipton
Woodville

The Goals and Policies Report designates certain existing developed areas within the
boundaries of the Mountain Framework Plan as Mountain Service Centers and calls for
adopting Mountain Service Center Plans (as a part of the Mountain Sub Area Plans) for
these locations. When adopted, these plans will become components of Part III of the
General Plan.









Hamlet Plans






Alpaugh
East Orosi
Lemon Cove
London







Allensworth
Delft Colony
East Tulare Villa
Lindcove
Monson
Seville

Teviston
Tonyville
Waukena
West Goshen
Yettem

The Corridor Framework Plan in Part II establishes policies that would guide the
potential adoption of “Corridor Plans” within the County. When adopted the Corridor
Plans will become part of Part III of the General Plan.



The Mooney Corridor Concepts Plan (suspended by Tulare County Board of
Supervisors, General Plan Amendment 04-001 and Resolution No. 04-0651
pending adoption of the Corridor Framework Plan)
Additional Corridor Plans to be determined

Buildout and Population Growth Assumptions under the Proposed Project
The review of the proposed project includes an analysis of development which could occur if currently
vacant land were developed according to the urban growth areas identified in the land use map (shown
in Figure 1-2 and 1-3), land use designation descriptions for each planning area of the County, and the
policy direction outlined in the Planning Framework Element (see Part I, Chapter 2) of the Goals and
Policies Report. For purposes of this EIR analysis and for consistency with existing Tulare County
Association of Governments (TCAG) and State Department of Finance projections, it is assumed that
this build out would occur by 2030. However, it is possible that maximum growth or “theoretical
buildout” identified under the proposed project may not occur by the horizon year of 2030. To help
clarify the role of the two agencies referenced for the population data used in the RDEIR, demographers
from the California Department of Finance develop and provide annual estimates of current population
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Figure 1-2
Land Use Diagram
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Figure 1-3
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and housing statistics for both cities and counties within California along with population projections
for a variety of target years. The regional transportation and planning agency for the County, TCAG,
considers these statistics for its own planning efforts. The California Department of Finance is
considered a reputable source of information that is used by planning agencies and jurisdictions
throughout the State of California.
Although it is not possible to give a precise breakdown between the various uses which may occur,
residential uses would be expected to be part of most mixed use development. In many cases,
theoretical buildout may be less than the maximum allowed densities and intensities due to a
number of factors, including:


A property owner may seek less development than is allowed under the General Plan Update;



Environmental constraints may result in lower intensity of development than allowed on
some parcels;



Policies or regulations (e.g., height limits, setbacks, infrastructure constraints etc.) may
lower the amount of development allowed on a particular parcel, and/or



Infrastructure constrains such as water or sewer may limit the amount of development.

An example of a community with constraints is Springville. Springville is currently under a wastewater
moratorium by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Further constraints within the
community are the slope percentage, grading, existing urban development, floodway, biological,
cultural and many other issues. These constraints limit the density of urban development within the
community. The analysis in the RDEIR also takes into consideration historic development patterns to
project the type of development that would occur in areas with the new, mixed use designation. Existing
zoning, roads, existing development, slope percentage, water and sewer capacity, and many other
constraints would remain in place and would greatly reduce the maximum build-out potential.
It is highly unlikely that most of the vacant land in these areas will develop to a maximum of 30 units an
acre.
The review of the proposed project is based on a projected year 2030 population of 742, 970. This
population estimate is based on projections provided by TCAG (TCAG, page 1, 2008) and the State
Department of Finance (California Department of Finance, pages 18-19, 2007). Using these population
projections as a base, the County considered several population growth scenarios that addressed
the County’s incorporated and unincorporated areas ability and capacity to grow and accommodate
future population. These population growth scenarios were addressed during the General Plan
Alternatives Phase and are described in greater detail in the Policy Alternatives Newsletter (August
2005) located on the County’s website (http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/documents.html). In reviewing
these population growth scenarios and TCAG traffic modeling projections, it was determined (with
County Board of Supervisor direction) that the unincorporated portions of the County could
accommodate approximately 25% of future new growth. Table 1-6 identifies this expected population
growth for both the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County that would occur under the
proposed project. Consequently, 75% (235,480) of the new population growth is expected, under the
General Plan Update, to occur within the cities as they expand into the CACUDBs and their
Spheres of Influence. The remaining new population growth, 25% (78,490) is expected to occur
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mainly within unincorporated communities and hamlets and foothill development corridors, urban and
regional growth corridors, and mountain service centers. These future growth assumptions are
consistent with several of the General Plan 2030 Update objectives specific to growth issues
and the policy guidance provided in the Planning Framework Element.
TABLE 1-6
POPULATION GROWTH AND DISTRIBUTION
2007
Population
Estimate

2007
Population
Distribution

Percent of
Net New
Growth

2007-2030
Net New
Growth

County Adopted Cities (UDB)

284,910

66%

75.0%

235,480

520,390

70%

Unincorporated County

144,090

34%

25.0%

78,490

222,580

30%

Total

429,000

100.0%

100.0%

313,970

742,970

100.0%

City/County

2030
Population
Estimate

2030
Population
Distribution

SOURCE: California Department of Finance, pages 18-19, 2007; Tulare County Association of Governments, page 1, 2008.

Major infrastructure investments by the public and private sectors are a necessary precursor to
accommodate anticipated growth within the County. As a result of the availability of public
services and guided by policies included in the General Plan Update, a majority of future
development is expected to occur within established Urban Development Boundaries (UDBs),
Urban Area Boundaries (UABs), Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDBs), and other identified
growth areas. Each of these areas are discussed above and identified in the General Plan Update
Land Use Diagram.
Guidance for focusing this population growth will be provided by the various policies and
implementation measures outlined in the General Plan Update, in particular those found in the
Planning Framework and Land Use Elements. Several of these key policies from the Planning
Framework Element are identified below:

Planning Framework Element
Section 2.1 General
PF-1.1

Maintain Urban Edges: The County shall strive to maintain distinct urban edges for
all unincorporated communities within the valley region or foothill region, while creating
a transition between urban uses and agriculture and open space [New Policy] [1964 General
Plan; Major Issue 1-Retention of community identity, preservation of the agricultural
economic base and control of urban sprawl; Policy 1] [1964 General Plan; Pg. I-6; 1964].

PF-1.2

Location of Urban Development: The County shall ensure that urban development
only takes place in the following areas:
1. Within incorporated cities and CACUDBs;
2. Within the UDBs of adjacent cities in other counties, unincorporated communities,
planned community areas, and HDBs of hamlets;
3. Within foothill development corridors as determined by procedures set forth in
Foothill Growth Management Plan;
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4. Within areas set aside for urban use in the Mountain Framework Plan and the
mountain sub-area plans; and
5. Within other areas suited for non-agricultural development, as determined by the
procedures set forth in the Rural Valley Lands Plan [Urban Boundaries Element,
as amended].
PF-1.3

Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs: The County shall encourage those types of urban land uses
that benefit from urban services to develop within UDBs and HDBs. Permanent uses
which do not benefit from urban services shall be discouraged within these areas. This
shall not apply to agricultural or agricultural support uses, including the cultivation of
land or other uses accessory to the cultivation of land provided that such accessory uses
are time-limited through Special Use Permit procedures [New Policy].

PF-1.4

Available Infrastructure: The County shall encourage urban development to locate
in existing UDBs and HDBs where infrastructure is available or may be established in
conjunction with development. The County shall ensure that development does not
occur unless adequate infrastructure is available, that sufficient water supplies are available
or can be made available and that there are adequate provisions for long term management
and maintenance of infrastructure and identified water supplies [New Policy].

PF-1.6

Appropriate Land Uses by Location: The County shall utilize the Land Use Element
and adopted County Adopted City General Plans, Community Plans, Hamlet Plans,
Planned Communities, Corridor Areas, or Area Plans to designate land uses and intensities
that reflect and maintain the appropriate level of urbanized development in each County
Adopted City General Plan, Community Plan, Hamlet Plan, Planned Community,
Corridor Area, or Area Plan [New Policy].

PF-1.10

Non-Conforming Uses – General: Any previously and legally established use, building, or
parcel that may not be expressly permitted by this plan in any given land use designation
or the implementing zoning shall be allowed to continue in accordance with the Tulare
County Zoning Ordinance and General Plan [New Policy].

Section 2.2 Communities
PF-2.6

Land Use Consistency: The County shall require all community plans to use the same
land use designations as used in this Countywide General Plan (See Chapter 4, Land
Use). All community plans shall also utilize a similar format and content. The content
may change due to the new requirements such as Global Climate Change and Livable
Community Concepts, as described on the table provided (Table 2.2-2: Community
Plan Content). Changes to this format may be considered for unique and special
circumstances as determined appropriate by the County. Until such time as a Community
Plan is adopted for those communities without existing Community Plans, the land
use designation shall be mixed use, which promotes the integration of a compatible
mix of residential types and densities, commercial uses, public facilities, and services
and employment opportunities [Urban Boundaries Element; Chapter IV; C. Current
and Advanced Planning; Implementation Program C-1] [Urban Boundaries Element;
Chapter IV; Pg; 19; 1988, Modified].

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

1-17

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

Implementation of the Proposed Project
Implementation Measures set forth at the end of each Element and Chapter of Part I and Part II
of the General Plan 2030 Update will constitute a preliminary anticipated work plan to assist in
carrying out the goals and policies of the General Plan 2030 Update. An Implementation Measure is
a specific action, program, procedure, or technique. The Implementation Measures are provided to
help ensure that appropriate actions are taken to implement the General Plan. The Implementation
Measures state which policy (ies) the Implementation Measure supports, which County departments
are responsible for seeing that this implementation is achieved, and provides an anticipated timeline
for completion of the Implementation Measure. They are generally set out in the following format.

Implementation
1.

The County shall work
with TCAG to develop an
enhanced public
information program
aimed at reducing trips
and improving air quality
awareness [New
Program] [RACM,
Resolution 2004-0067;TU
17.2].

Implements
what Policy

Who is
Responsible

20102015

AQ-1.1
AQ-4.5

RMA



20152020

20202030

OnGoing

EXAMPLE

Implementation Measures describe actions that are concrete and measurable so their completion
can be easily monitored in annual reports. The following principles guide action on these
Implementation Measures:


The timelines associated with the Implementation Measures are general guidelines for
completion of the work plan.



Completion of various tasks under the work plan is subject to available staff, financial
resources, and other considerations.



Implementation can take time, especially when needed resources are limited and required
for more than one Implementation Measure.



Because implementation will take time and will be costly, the County will need to prioritize
Implementation Measures. It is contemplated that this ongoing process is part of the County’s
annual general policy-making function and budget cycle.



While the policies identify specific programs, Implementation Measures may be adjusted
over time, without amending the General Plan 2030 Update, based on new information,
changing circumstances, and evaluation of their effectiveness, so long as they remain
consistent with the intent of the General Plan 2030 Update and adopted mitigation measures.

Program EIR and Final EIR Process
This FEIR is prepared as a program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. A program
EIR assesses the broad environmental impacts of a program (a series of related projects) with the
understanding that a more detailed site-specific review may be required to assess future projects
implemented under the program. Please refer to Chapters 1 and 2 of the RDEIR for additional
discussion of the program EIR and subsequent environmental review.
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1. Introduction and Reader’s Guide

The RDEIR for the General Plan 2030 Update was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH#
2006041162) and released for public and agency review on March 25, 2010. This 60-day public
review and comment period concluded on May 27, 2010. During the review period, forty-four
(44) letters were received. These letters with comments pertaining to the RDEIR are included in
Volume II of this FEIR, with a summary provided in Chapter 3 of this FEIR.
This document includes comments and responses to comments on the RDEIR and, along with the
RDEIR, comprises the FEIR for the proposed project. The County Board of Supervisor’s will
certify the FEIR at a public hearing.
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines (§15132) this FEIR consists of:
a) The RDEIR.
b) Comment letters and recommendations received on the RDEIR.
c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the RDEIR.
d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process.
e) Any other information added by the lead agency prior to certification of the FEIR.
Items (c) through (d) are included in this document (see chapters 3-5 of this FEIR). Item (a) and
Item (b) are each bound separately. Revisions to the RDEIR including minor edits and
corrections, revisions made as result of comments received and clarifications and modifications
are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIR. Consequently, this FEIR document and the RDEIR
together shall comprise the FEIR.
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CHAPTER 2

Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR
This chapter contains revisions and additions to the RDEIR, issued March 2010. These changes
clarify, amplify or make insignificant changes to the EIR. None of the changes identified in this
chapter constitutes significant new information or results in any new significant impacts.
Revisions are listed in the order they appear in the RDEIR. New text is indicated by underline and
deletions are shown in strikethrough.

Global Changes to the RDEIR
The County has made minor revisions to the Staff recommended goals, policies, and
implementation measures contained in the 2010 draft of the General Plan 2030 Update as outlined
in the “As Modified” Draft of the General Plan included in the Board of Supervisors Staff Report
for the General Plan 2030 Update proposed adoption on or about August 2012. In many instances
these revisions have been made to incorporate the mitigation measures provided in the
RDEIR/FEIR (“Required Additional Mitigating Policies and Implementation Measures”), to
correct clerical errors, and in other instances the General Plan has been updated in response to
comments.

Changes to the Executive Summary
RDEIR page ES-8:
Executive Summary Table ES-3 is amended to include the revised Policy TC-2.7 on page ES-8:
TC-2.7 Rail Facilities and Existing Development. The County will work with the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to ensure that new railroad rights-of-way, yards, or stations
adjacent to existing residential or commercial areas are screened or buffered to reduce noise, air,
and visual impacts. Similarly, the County should coordinate with the CPUC and railroad service
providers to address railroad safety issues as part of all future new development that affects local
rail lines. Specific measures to be considered and incorporated into the design of future projects
affecting rail lines include, but are not limited to, the installation of grade separations, warning
signage, traffic signaling improvements, vehicle parking prohibitions, installation of pedestrianspecific warning devices, and the construction of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles.
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RDEIR page ES-10:
Executive Summary Table ES-3 is amended to include the revised Policy AG-1.6 on page ES-10:
AG-1.6 Conservation Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands
(including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require
payment of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for conservation
conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available, T the ACEP may
shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of statewide significance (Prime or other
Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary for the preservation of agricultural land,
including land that may be part of a community separator as part of a comprehensive program to
establish community separators. The in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize
the importance of land value and shall require equivalent mitigation.

RDEIR page ES-10:
Executive Summary Table ES-3 is amended to include the following unintentionally omitted
Implementation Measure on page ES-10:
Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15. The County shall consider the
implementation of an Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and
preserve agricultural lands (including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in Policy AG-1.6. [New
Implementation Program – Draft EIR Analysis]

RDEIR page ES-12:
Impact 3.2-2 on page ES-12 is amended to include the following revised Policy TC-2.7:
TC-2.7 Rail Facilities and Existing Development. The County will work with the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to ensure that new railroad rights-of-way, yards, or stations
adjacent to existing residential or commercial areas are screened or buffered to reduce noise, air,
and visual impacts. Similarly, the County should coordinate with the CPUC and railroad service
providers to address railroad safety issues as part of all future new development that affects local
rail lines. Specific measures to be considered and incorporated into the design of future projects
affecting rail lines include, but are not limited to, the installation of grade separations, warning
signage, traffic signaling improvements, vehicle parking prohibitions, installation of pedestrianspecific warning devices, and the construction of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles.

RDEIR page ES-13:
Impact 3.4-2 on page ES-13 of the RDEIR is amended in order to be consistent with the impact
statement on page 3.4-29 as follows:
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The proposed project would not could result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy in the construction and operation of new buildings.

RDEIR page ES-22:
Impact 3.10-1 and 3.10-3 on page ES-22 are amended to include the following revised Policy
AG-1.6:
AG-1.6 Conservation Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands
(including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require
payment of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for conservation
conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available, T the ACEP may
shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of statewide significance (Prime or other
Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary for the preservation of agricultural land,
including land that may be part of a community separator as part of a comprehensive program to
establish community separators. The in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize
the importance of land value and shall require equivalent mitigation.

RDEIR page ES-26:
Beginning at the end of page ES-26, the following information is added to the Executive
Summary:

Summary of Alternatives
CEQA requires the lead agency to consider a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
project that: (1) meet most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) avoid or substantially reduce one
or more of its significant effects; and (3) are potentially feasible. (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c).)
The proposed project and the alternatives addressed in this RDEIR are based on several ideas and
concepts developed with the public during several community workshops held in Visalia, Lindsay,
Goshen, Pixley, Orosi, and Springville along with input from the Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) and County staff during the spring of 2004. This process continued with consideration of
information developed for the update 2010 Background Report. A Confined Growth alternative
was developed by County staff in fall 2007. As part of this process, several alternative land use
scenarios were considered. Ultimately, as a result of this process, the RDEIR evaluated five (5)
alternatives for the proposed General Plan 2030 Update.
Below are very brief summaries of each of the alternatives to the General Plan 2030 Update that
are examined in Chapter 4 of the RDEIR. Chapter 4 provides a more complete description of each
of the alternatives and a qualitative comparison of their potential impacts. The RDEIR includes
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison
with the proposed project. However, as authorized under Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA
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Guidelines, the alternatives are examined at a lesser level of detail than the proposed project. As
required under CEQA, the range of alternatives includes the no-project alternative (Alternative 1).

Alternative 1: No-Project Alternative
Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate and analyze the
environmental impacts of the “No-Project” Alternative. When the project is the revision of an
existing land use or regulatory plan or policy, the no-project alternative will be the continuation
of the existing plan or policy into the future. Therefore, Alternative 1 (No-Project or Existing
General Plan) analyzes the effects of continued implementation of the County’s existing General
Plan (including some features that not have not been updated since 1964), which would remain as
the adopted long-range planning policy document for the County.

Alternative 2: City-Centered Alternative
The City Centered Alternative (Alternative 2) assumes that cities will accept additional population
by increasing the density and developing contiguous land in and around incorporated cities. The
cities would also continue to provide sites for urban commercial services and industry. This approach
would not ignore the needs of unincorporated communities, and would look at policy solutions to
address housing, services, and infrastructure needs to meet future growth. Under this alternative,
net new growth for the UDBs would account for a higher percentage (80%) of the overall net new
growth for the entire County. While this alternative assumes a higher degree of city growth, Alternative
5 (more fully described below) assumes an even higher degree of city directed growth.

Alternative 3: Rural Communities Alternative
The Rural Communities Alternative (Alternative 3) emphasizes growth in the eleven unincorporated
communities that have or are expected to soon have an adopted Community Plan. Under this
alternative, 70 percent of net new population growth is directed to incorporated cities. The remaining
30 percent is directed to the 20 unincorporated communities along with other rural areas of the
County. Of the total amount distributed to the County, 80 percent is targeted to the eleven
unincorporated communities that have an adopted, or are expected to soon have adopted, a
Community Plan. Distribution of new population is based on each community’s share of total
UDB population of the eleven communities in 2000. The eleven communities are Cutler-Orosi,
Ducor, Earlimart, Goshen, Ivanhoe, Pixley, Poplar, Richgrove, Terra Bella, Tipton, and Traver.
The other 20 percent of County growth is allocated to the other nine communities based on each
community’s percentage share of total UDB population of those nine communities in 2000.

Alternative 4: Transportation Corridors Alternative
The Transportation Corridors Alternative (Alternative 4) assumes that cities and communities
along Highways 99 and 65 will accept additional population by increasing the density and

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

2-4

ESA / 207497
August 2012

2. Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

developing contiguous land within their UDB or UAB. These communities and cities would also
continue to provide sites for urban commercial services and industry.
Under this alternative, 70 percent of net new population growth is directed to incorporated cities,
with the remaining 30 percent directed to the 20 unincorporated communities along with other
rural areas of the County. The primary difference between this alternative and Alternative 3 is
how the future growth is allocated within the unincorporated communities. Of the total amount
distributed to the County, the majority of growth (estimated at 80%) would be allocated to the
eight communities located on Highways 99 and 65. These eight communities are Ducor, Earlimart,
Goshen, Pixley, Strathmore, Terra Bella, Tipton, and Traver. The remaining County growth
would be allocated within the other 12 unincorporated communities and County area.

Alternative 5: Confined Growth Alternative
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 assumes that all of the proposed policies and
implementation measures contained in the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan
Update) would be included as part of this alternative. The primary objective of this alternative is
to minimize significant and unavoidable impacts to open space areas, agricultural lands, and
aesthetic resources. Unlike the proposed project, growth under Alternative 5 would be directed to
occur only within established UDB and Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDB). A key assumption
of Alternative 5 is that boundary expansion would only be allowed under a “no net gain” scenario.
A “no net gain” scenario would allow modifications to the “hard boundaries”, which are defined
by the UDBs and Hamlet Boundaries, only if these are offsetting equivalent deductions in boundaries
elsewhere. Adjustments to boundaries would also be possible through transferring UDB capacity
between cities and communities. Under this alternative, these growth patterns are assumed to
continue through the entire 2030 planning horizon, with total unincorporated population being
similar to the anticipated population under the proposed project.

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved
Pursuant to Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines, a summary section must identify areas of
controversy known to the Lead Agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. In addition,
the summary section also identifies issues to be resolved. Each of these issues is discussed below.
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the General Plan 2030 Update was distributed to the State
Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other interested parties for a 30-day public review
period from April 29, 2006 through May 29, 2006. In addition, a public scoping meeting was held
during that timeframe. The NOP identified the following topics as being potentially significant
impacts to be evaluated in the EIR:


Aesthetic, Visual and Scenic Resource Impacts



Agriculture and Open Space Impacts



Air Quality Impacts
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Biological Resource Impacts



Cultural Resource Impacts



Geologic and Natural Resource Impacts



Hazards and Health and Safety Impacts



Hydrologic and Water Quality Impacts



Land Use and Planning Impacts



Mineral and Natural Resources Impacts



Noise Impacts



Population and Housing Impacts



Public Facilities and Services Impacts



Recreation Impacts



Traffic and Circulation Impacts

A number of agencies, organizations, and individuals provided comments on the NOP. These
comments suggested areas of study and identified concerns over the direction of the County
general plan and its potential environmental impacts.

Areas of Controversy
Below are summaries of controversial issues that are anticipated to be debated during the public
review and hearing process of this project.

Water Supply, Availability and Quality
Tulare County relies on a combination of local surface water, imported surface water, and groundwater
to meet its agricultural and urban demands and has significant existing water constraints, with the
County’ groundwater basin classified as being in a state of “critical condition of overdraft” by the
California Department of Water Resources. Additionally, the County’s groundwater basin has some
of the most significant issues in the County, with chlorides and nitrates affecting water quality.
While communities along the Highway 99 axis have access to good quality deep and shallow
sources, water quality in other areas is unacceptable due to arsenic and other naturally occurring
contaminants. The issues of water quality and availability will need to be addressed in the
General Plan 2030 Update.

Traffic Congestion
Future growth anticipated by the General Plan 2030 Update, as well as city growth during the
2030 planning horizon and beyond, would result in additional vehicle trips on local and regional
roadways. These additional vehicle trips may result in some roadways operating at levels that exceed
the County’s preferred standard of traffic flow, causing increased traffic congestion in the County.
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Loss of Farmland and Open Space
Development and land use activities contemplated by the General Plan 2030 Update could potentially
result in the loss of several thousand acres of Important Farmland and other lands considered as
open space. The General Plan 2030 Update encourages development to occur first in the cities
and within established UDB and Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDB). While future development
within cities would require relatively little additional conversion of agricultural land, future
development within the unincorporated areas of the County would result in some levels of
agricultural/open space land conversion. The conversion of these areas to other uses could potentially
result in the significant loss or degradation of biological resources.

Global Climate Change
Emission of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases from routine human activities is inducing
global climate change by trapping heat within the atmosphere. California is leading the way among
the states in addressing climate change by reducing our greenhouse gas emissions. Local governments,
such as Tulare County, are being looked upon to establish land use patterns and regulations that
will reduce emissions by conserving energy, reducing vehicle miles travelled, and other actions.

RDEIR page ES-10:
Executive Summary Table ES-3 is amended to include the following unintentionally omitted
Implementation Measure on page ES-10:
Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15. The County shall consider the
implementation of an Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and
preserve agricultural lands (including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in Policy AG-1.6. [New
Implementation Program – Draft EIR Analysis]

RDEIR page ES-13:
Impact 3.4-2 on page ES-13 of the RDEIR is amended in order to be consistent with the impact
statement on page 3.4-29 as follows:
The proposed project would not could result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy in the construction and operation of new buildings.

Changes to Section 3.1, Land Use and Aesthetics
RDEIR page 3.1-5:
The fourth paragraph on page 3.1-5 is amended as follows:
Designated candidate scenic highways and County scenic roads are shown on Figure 3.1-2. The
minimum requirements for scenic corridor protection include:
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RDEIR page 3.1-21:
The last paragraph on page 3.1-21 of the RDEIR is amended as follows in order to correct a
mistake regarding the significance conclusion (correctly identified as less than significant on
RDEIR page 3.1-20 and elsewhere on page 3.1-21):
As stated above, no additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are
currently available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Consequently, this impact
is considered significant and unavoidable. The policies referenced above were specifically
designed to address established communities. With implementation of the above mentioned
policies, this impact is considered less than significant.

Changes to Section 3.2, Traffic and Circulation
RDEIR page 3.2-26:
The last paragraph on page 3.2-26 of the RDEIR is amended to read as follows in order to
correctly name the policy containing the County’s LOS standard:
It should be noted that the LOS standard for Tulare County is “D” as stated in Policy TC-1.16County LOS Standard.

Changes to Section 3.3, Air Quality
RDEIR page 3.3-18:
Table 3.3-4 is amended to read as follows on page 3.3-18 of the RDEIR in order to correctly list
Impact 3.3-2 as Significant and Unavoidable (correctly identified as significant and unavoidable
on RDEIR pages 3.3-23 and 3.3-25):
Impact 3.3-3: The proposed project could conflict with or
obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan.

LTSSU

LTSSU

LTSSU

LTSSU

LTSSU

Changes to Section 3.6, Hydrology, Water Quality and
Drainage
RDEIR page 3.6-34
Page 3.6-34 of the RDEIR is amended (text added after second paragraph on page 3.6-34) to
include the following text that describes the authority powers of the Tulare County Flood Control
District:
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There is one flood control district, the Tulare County Flood Control District (TCFCD),
established by State legislation in November 1969 and encompassing the entire County (Figure
3.6-6). The Act establishing the District provides the following powers to the District:
The functions of the TCFCD are to construct, maintain, and operate facilities for control and
disposition of flood and storm waters.

RDEIR page 3.6-53
Page 3.6-53 of the RDEIR is amended as follows:
Recent State legislation related to flood protection and risk management is described above under
“Regulatory Setting”. There are numerous policies in the proposed General Plan designed to
reduce or avoid impacts associated with development in flood areas. However, some development
may occur in such flood zones. An outright ban on development in a 100-year flood zone is
considered infeasible for legal, environmental, and public policy reasons. Furthermore, the
County will need to balance other environmental and policy considerations in determining
whether to approve development. For example, an outright ban might result in a reduction in
impacts associated with flood zones, but negatively impact other resource areas by forcing
development into areas associated with fire or geologic hazards. There will also be instances
where development in flood areas can be preformed safely. (See County Code 7-27-1005
(“Methods of Reducing Flood Losses”)) Requirements in the California Building Code, Title 24,
Part 2, Section 1612 also help to safely construct development in flood zones. Because the
County of Tulare already has a flood management ordinance (Ordinance Code of Tulare County,
Part VII, Chapter 27) that has been approved by FEMA and that substantially complies with the
new requirements, the County is able to use that information to comply with new Safety Element
requirements (APA, page 12, 2008 –). However, the new laws do require updating emergency
response programs based upon new FEMA and DWR flood maps, flood data and flood
management requirements. Until the County has implemented needed updates of its land use
maps with current flood information, and met Safety Element provisions as now defined in
Government Code 65302(g), flood related impacts of the proposed project will be significant.

Changes to Section 3.7, Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and
Mineral Resources
RDEIR page 3.7-25
Page 3.7-25 of the RDEIR is amended (impact conclusion header) to reflect the correct
numbering of Impact 3.7-5:
Significance after Implementation of Mitigation for Impact 3.27-5
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RDEIR page 3.7-26
Page 3.7-26 of the RDEIR is amended (impact conclusion header) to reflect the correct
numbering of Impact 3.7-6:
Significance after Implementation of Mitigation for Impact 3.27-6

RDEIR page 3.7-28
Page 3.7-28 of the RDEIR is amended (impact conclusion header) to reflect the correct
numbering of Impact 3.7-8:
Significance after Implementation of Mitigation for Impact 3.27-8

Changes to Section 3.9, Public Services, Recreation and
Utilities
RDEIR page 3.9-39:
The first full paragraph on page 3.9-39 of the RDEIR is amended to note that Success Reservoir
has not recently been enlarged:
Additional benefits are expected to be realized with the implementation of the seismic retrofit of
Success Dam and the possible future recent enlargement of Success Reservoir.

RDEIR page 3.9-60
The first paragraph on page 3.9-60 of the RDEIR is amended to identify the correct policy
number as follows:
To address their own unique fire protection issues within the County’s specific planning areas
(i.e., Mountain, Foothill, etc.); additional policies (see PFS-7.6, FGMP-101.2, and FGMP-101.3)
are also included.

RDEIR page 3.9-62:
The first full paragraph on page 3.9-62 of the RDEIR is amended to identify the correct policy
number as follows:
To address their own unique fire protection issues within the County’s specific planning areas
(i.e., Mountain, Foothill, etc.), additional policies (see FGMP-101.2, and FGMP-101.3) are also
included.
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Changes to Section 3.10, Agricultural Resources
RDEIR page 3.10-15:
The text is amended to include the revised Policy AG-1.6 on page 3.10-15:
AG-1.6 Conservation Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands
(including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require
payment of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for conservation
conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available, T the ACEP may
shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of statewide significance (Prime or other
Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary for the preservation of agricultural land,
including land that may be part of a community separator as part of a comprehensive program to
establish community separators. The in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize
the importance of land value and shall require equivalent mitigation.

RDEIR page 3.10-19:
The text is amended to include the revised Policy AG-1.6 on page 3.10-19:
AG-1.6 Conservation Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands
(including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require
payment of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for conservation
conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available, T the ACEP may
shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of statewide significance (Prime or other
Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary for the preservation of agricultural land,
including land that may be part of a community separator as part of a comprehensive program to
establish community separators. The in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize
the importance of land value and shall require equivalent mitigation.

Changes to Section 3.11, Biological Resources
RDEIR page 3.11-19
Page 3.11-19 of the RDEIR is amended to include the following new topic and paragraph
description related to habitat conservation plans:
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Privately Managed Conservation Areas
Within the County, several privately managed conservation or preserve areas have been
established by the Sequoia Riverlands Trust (SRT) to preserve a variety of sensitive habitats and
species. SRT owns and manages six nature preserves that protect approximately 4,070 acres.
These preserve areas in the County include the following:


Homer Ranch,



Dry Creek,



Kaweah Oaks,



James K. Herbert,



Blue Oak Ranch, and



Lewis Hill.

RDEIR page 3.11-20:
Page 3.11-20 of the RDEIR is amended to clarify that the reference to the Sequoia Riverlands
Trust is not considered a specific sensitive habitat or species:


Blue Ridge Ecological Reserve (Condor Habitat), and



Sequoia Riverlands Trust, and



Kaweah Oaks Preserve.

Changes to Section 3.12, Cultural Resources
RDEIR page 3.12-13
Table 3.12-1 on page 3.12-13 of the RDEIR is amended to include the appropriate reference for
the Kaweah Post Office:

Site/Building

Location

Kaweah Post Office

43795 North Fork
Drive, Kaweah
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Changes to Chapter 4, Alternative to the Proposed Project
RDEIR page 4-1
The second paragraph on page 4-1 of the RDEIR is amended in order to correct the referenced
CEQA Guidelines Section number:
One finding that is permissible, if supported by substantial evidence, is that “specific economic,
legal, social, technological, or other considerations . . . make infeasible the . . . alternatives
identified” in the EIR (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. [a]; see also CEQA Guidelines,
§159091, subd. [a]).

RDEIR page 4-3
The third bullet from the top of page 4-3 of the RDEIR is amended in order to reference the
broader term of Urban Area Boundary/Urban Development Boundary (UAB/UDB) area versus
the more specific County Adopted City (CAC) UDB/UAB area:


Transportation Corridors Alternative – this scenario assumes that cities and communities
along Highways 99 and 65 will accept additional population by increasing the density and
developing contiguous land within their CACUDB or CACUAB. These communities and
cities would also continue to provide sites for urban commercial services and industry.

RDEIR page 4-13
The third paragraph on page 4-13 of the RDEIR is amended in order to reference the broader term
of Urban Area Boundary/Urban Development Boundary area (UAB/UDB) versus the more
specific County Adopted City (CAC) UDB/UAB area:
Under the No-Project Alternative, the existing General Plan does not have a separate Scenic Landscapes
Element and lacks updated Land Use and Community Design polices that regulate aesthetics or
scenic resource issues (both rural and urban resources). The current Land Use Element includes
some policy guidance with respect to community character and scenic highways; however, the
proposed goals and polices provided as part of the proposed project are considerably more
comprehensive and detailed than those in the existing General Plan. Additionally, the No-Project
Alternative does not provide the necessary policy direction to cluster development within the future
growth areas (i.e., CACUDBs, HDBs and CACUABs) of the County to help minimize aesthetic
(including new sources of light and glare or dark sky effects) impacts throughout the County.
However, even under the No-Project Alternative it is assumed that the County would continue to
evaluate the environmental impacts of these projects on a case-by-case basis and would identify
all applicable feasible mitigation measures for significant impacts.
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RDEIR page 4-14
The first and last paragraphs on page 4-14 of the RDEIR are amended in order to reference the
broader term of Urban Area Boundary/Urban Development Boundary (UAB/UDB) area versus
the more specific County Adopted City (CAC) UDB/UAB area:
As previously described, this analysis assumes that similar population patterns to the proposed
project would occur under the No Project Alternative. Additionally, the No-Project Alternative
does not provide the necessary policy direction to cluster development within the future growth
areas (i.e., CACUDBs, HDBs and CACUABs) of the County to help minimize the conversion of
agricultural resource lands. Consequently, quantifying the amount of land conversion that could
occur is considered speculative at this point in time. However, implementation of the No-Project
Alternative is assumed to result in similar or slightly greater impacts to agricultural resources
compared to the proposed project. This is because a greater amount of land designated as Prime,
Unique or Farmland of Statewide Importance could be converted to urban uses under the No
Project Alternative compared to the amount of farmland that would be converted to urban uses
under the proposed project. This conversion of important farmland to urbanized uses is also
considered a significant and unavoidable impact.
As previously described, the No-Project Alternative does not provide the necessary policy
direction to cluster development within the future growth areas (i.e., CACUDBs, HDBs and
CACUABs) of the County to help minimize the conversion of existing open space lands to a
developed use.

RDEIR page 4-18
The second paragraph on page 4-18 of the RDEIR is amended in order to reference the broader
term of Urban Area Boundary/Urban Development Boundary (UAB/UDB) area versus the more
specific County Adopted City (CAC) UDB/UAB area:
In order to accomplish this land use goal, several revisions to the Goals and Policies Report (Part I
of the General Plan 2030 Update) would be required, in particular those included in the Planning
Framework Element that are designed to manage growth near existing city boundaries (see Table 4-4).
Revised policies would incorporate land use strategies that would require greater land use
efficiency standards for development on important farmlands within the CACUDBs (20 year boundary)
for unincorporated communities and hamlets. Additional strategies that could be integrated into
the policies and implementation measures of the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General
Plan 2030 Update) to direct growth within existing CACUDBs for the incorporated cities in the
County include:

RDEIR page 4-23
The second and third paragraphs on page 4-23 of the RDEIR are amended in order to reference
the broader term of Urban Area Boundary/Urban Development Boundary (UAB/UDB) area
versus the more specific County Adopted City (CAC) UDB/UAB area:
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As shown in Table 4-1, 70 percent of net new population growth is directed to incorporated cities.
The remaining 30 percent is directed to the 20 unincorporated communities along with other rural
areas of the County. Of the total amount distributed to the County, 80 percent is targeted to the
eleven unincorporated communities that have an adopted, or are expected to soon have adopted, a
RPA and Community Plan. Distribution of new population is based on each community’s share
of total CACUAB/UDB population of the eleven communities in 2000. The eleven communities
are Cutler-Orosi, Ducor, Earlimart, Goshen, Ivanhoe, Pixley, Poplar, Richgrove, Terra Bella, Tipton,
and Traver. The other 20 percent is allocated to the other nine communities based on each community’s
percentage share of total CACUAB/UDB population of those nine communities in 2000.
Alternative 3 assumes that most of the proposed policies and implementation measures contained
in the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update) would be included as
part of this alternative. However, unlike the proposed project, the Goals and Policies Report (Part
I of the General Plan 2030 Update – Planning Framework Element) would incorporate some land
use strategies to direct growth within existing CACUDBs for the unincorporated communities
and hamlets in the County, including

RDEIR page 4-27
The third paragraph on page 4-27 of the RDEIR is amended in order to reference the broader term
of Urban Area Boundary/Urban Development Boundary (UAB/UDB) area versus the more
specific County Adopted City (CAC) UDB/UAB area:
The Transportation Corridors Alternative (Alternative 4) assumes that cities and communities
along Highways 99 and 65 will accept additional population by increasing the density and
developing contiguous land within their CACUDB or CACUAB. These communities and cities
would also continue to provide sites for urban commercial services and industry.

RDEIR page 4-32
The first, second, and third paragraphs on page 4-32 of the RDEIR are amended in order to
reference the broader term of Urban Area Boundary/Urban Development Boundary (UAB/UDB)
area versus the more specific County Adopted City (CAC) UDB/UAB area:
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 assumes that all of the proposed policies and
implementation measures contained in the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan
Update) would be included as part of this alternative. The primary objective of this alternative is
to minimize significant and unavoidable impacts to open space areas, agricultural lands, and aesthetic
resources. Unlike the proposed project, growth under Alternative 5 would be directed to occur only
within established CACUDB) and Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDB). A key assumption of
Alternative 5 is that boundary expansion would only be allowed under a “no net gain” scenario.
A “no net gain” scenario could allow modifications to the “hard boundaries”, which are defined
by the CACUDBs and Hamlet Boundaries, only if these are offsetting equivalent deductions in
boundaries elsewhere. Another opportunity for adjustments to boundaries could occur through
transferring CACUDB capacity between cities and communities. Under this alternative, these
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growth patterns are assumed to continue through the entire 2030 planning horizon, with total
unincorporated population being similar to the anticipated population under the proposed project
(see Table 4-1).
Under Alternative 5, the General Plan 2030 Update would incorporate some land use strategies
that would require greater land use efficiency standards for development on important farmlands
and promote increased densities and mixed use areas within developed areas. These strategies would
be integrated into the policies and implementation measures of the Goals and Policies Report (Part I
of the General Plan Update) in order to direct growth within existing CACUDBs and Hamlet
Boundaries. Elements of the General Plan that could incorporate these strategies include the Planning
Framework, Agriculture, Land Use, Environmental Resources Management, and Public Facilities
and Services Elements. Expansion of CACUDBs or Hamlet Boundaries without offsets would
only be allowed under extenuating circumstances. Criteria for expansions might include:
However, no boundary adjustments would be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that land
use efficiency standards (to be set in the General Plan Update) have been or can be met. No new
towns would be allowed on important farmland unless equivalent capacity is transferred from
CACUDBs or HDBs through mechanisms such as purchase and transfer of development rights to
offset the loss of important farmland.

Changes to Chapter 5, Additional Statutory Considerations
RDEIR page 5-4:
The second to last paragraph on page 5-4 of the RDEIR is amended to reflect the correct growth
percentages (correctly identified in Tables 2-11 and Table 5-1):
The overall assumption of the analysis in this RDEIR is that the majority (85%) (75%) of the
net new growth will occur within incorporated city and CACUDBs as opposed to within the
unincorporated areas, which will contain a much smaller (15%) (25%) portion of the net new growth.
This distribution of growth is shown in Table 5-1 and T able 2-11 of Chapter 2 of this RDEIR.
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CHAPTER 3

Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR
Introduction
This chapter provides a list of all the written comments (including letters, emails, etc.) received
during the RDEIR public review period (from March 25, 2010 to May 27, 2010).

Summary of Comment Letters
The public agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the RDEIR are listed
below in Table 3-1. As shown in the table, each comment letter has been designated by a specific
letter and number that will be used to refer to particular comments and responses. To facilitate
simultaneous review of the comment letters and responses (provided in Chapter 5 of this FEIR),
the comment letters are provided in Volume II of this FEIR. Table 3-1 identifies the location
(page number) of the individual comment letters in Volume II.
TABLE 3-1
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED DURING THE RDEIR REVIEW PERIOD
Commenter

Date Received

Letter Code

Page (See
Volume II
of FEIR)

April 19, 2010

A1

3-5
3-7

Public Agencies – Federal Agencies
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Public Agencies – State Agencies
California Energy Commission

April 20, 2010

A2

California Public Utility Commission (a duplicate letter was
received on June 21, 2010)

May 5, 2010

A3

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

May 11, 2010

A4

3-11

California Department of Conservation

May 12, 2010

A5

3-15

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

May 13, 2010

A6

3-17

California Department of Transportation

May 18, 2010

A7

3-21

California Department of Justice – Attorney General Office

May 27, 2010

A8

3-31

3-9

Public Agencies – Regional and Local Agencies
Kings Canyon Unified School District

May 3, 2010

A9

3-75

City of Dinuba

May 27, 2010

A10

3-79

City of Farmersville

May 27, 2010

A11

3-81

City of Porterville

May 27, 2010

A12

3-85

City of Tulare

May 27, 2010

A13

3-87

City of Visalia

May 27, 2010

A14

3-89

City of Woodlake

May 27, 2010

A15

3-91

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

May 27, 2010

A16

3-93
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TABLE 3-1
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED DURING THE RDEIR REVIEW PERIOD
Commenter

Page (See
Volume II
of FEIR)

Date Received

Letter Code

Chevron Environmental Management Company

April 9, 2010

I1

3-97

Del Strange

April 14, 2010

I2

3-101

Chevron Environmental Management Company

April 21, 2010

I3

3-105

Carole A. and J. Peter Clum

April 26, 2010

I4

3-109

California Native Plant Society

May 5, 2010

I5

3-113

Carole A. and J. Peter Clum

May 5, 2010

I6

3-117

Del Strange

May 13, 2010

I7

3-119

Law Offices of Robert Krase

May 13, 2010

I8

3-121

Edgar & Associates

May 26, 2010

I9

3-127

Home Builders Association of Tulare/Kings Counties

May 26, 2010

I10

3-145

Sierra Club Kern-Kaweah Chapter (Carole A. and J. Peter Clum)

May 26, 2010

I11

3-149

American Farmland Trust

May 27, 2010

I12

3-1007

Center for Race, Poverty and the Environment

May 27, 2010

I13

3-1019

Center for Race, Poverty and the Environment; Community Water
Center; Center for Biological Diversity; and the California Rural
Legal Assistance Foundation

May 27, 2010

I14

3-1051

Connie Fry

May 27, 2010

I15

3-1091

Don Manro

May 27, 2010

I16

3-1101

Greg and Laurie Schwaller

May 27, 2010

I17

3-1107

James Seligman

May 27, 2010

I18

3-1347

Karen Bodner and Michael Olecki

May 27, 2010

I19

3-1349

Sarah Campe

May 27, 2010

I20

3-1449

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLF (for the Tulare Council of Cities)

May 27, 2010

I21

3-1453

Southern Sierra Archaeological Society

May 27, 2010

I22

3-1537

Tulare County Citizens for Responsible Growth

May 27, 2010

I23

3-1543

Wuksachi Indian Tribe

May 27, 2010

I24

3-1569

Kathleen Seligman

May 28, 2010

I25

3-1571

Law Offices of Babak Naficy (Sierra Club Kern-Kaweah Chapter)

May 28, 2010

I26

3-1573

Sequoia Riverlands Trust

June 3, 2010

I27

3-1597

Tulare County Farm Bureau

June 7, 2010

128

3-1605

Individuals

Response to Comments
Each of the comment letters identified above in Table 2-1 are provided on the following pages,
with individual responses to each of the comment letters provided in Chapter 5 “Response to Comments
on the RDEIR”. The content of each letter has been divided into individual comments. To assist in
referencing these comments and providing a link to the responses (included in Chapter 5), each
comment letter has been assigned a letter and number combination (i.e. A1, A2, etc.) and
each individual comment within the letter a corresponding number (i.e. A1-1, A1-2, etc.).
Letters received from public agencies have been organized alphabetically and identified by the
letter “A”, followed by a number. For example, the first agency letter (Department of the Army,
U.S. Corp of Army engineers) is identified as “A1”, the second agency letter (California Energy
Commission) as “A2”, and so forth. Letters from individuals have been assigned the letter “I”.
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3. Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

This category follows the same numbering assignment as described previously (I1, I2, I3, etc.).
The responses provided in Chapter 5 of this FEIR are organized in a similar fashion.
Where changes to the RDEIR text result from these responses to comments, those changes are
presented in Chapter 2 “Minor Changes and Edits to the RDEIR” of this document, with changes
shown by underlining new text (e.g., new text) and striking out text to be deleted (e.g., deleted
text). Comments which present opinions about the project unrelated to environmental issues
or which raise issues not directly related either to the substance of the RDEIR or to environmental
issues are noted without a detailed response.
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Letter A1

A1-1

A1-2

A1-3

A1-4

3-5

Letter A1

A1-4
cont'd

3-6

Letter A2

A2-1

3-7

Letter A2

3-8

Letter A3

A3-1

A3-2

A3-3

3-9

Letter A3

A3-3
cont'd

A3-4
A3-5

3-10

Letter A4

A4-1

3-11

Letter A4

3-12

Letter A4

3-13

Letter A4

3-14

Letter A5

A5-1

A5-2

3-15

Letter A5

A5-2
cont'd

A5-3

3-16

Letter A6

A6-1

3-17

Letter A6

3-18

Letter A6

3-19

This Page is Intentionally Left Blank

3-20

Letter A7

3-21

Letter A7

A7-1

A7-2

3-22

Letter A7

A7-3

A7-4

A7-5

3-23

Letter A7

A7-5
cont'd
A7-6

A7-7

A7-8

3-24

Letter A7

A7-9

A7-10

A7-11

A7-12

3-25

Letter A7

A7-13

A7-14

A7-15

A7-16

A7-17

3-26

Letter A7

A7-17
cont'd

A7-18

A7-19

A7-20

A7-21

3-27

Letter A7

A7-21
cont'd
A7-22

A7-23

3-28

Letter A7

A7-23
cont'd

A7-24

A7-25

3-29

Letter A7

A7-26

3-30

Letter A8

3-31

Letter A8

A8-1

A8-2

A8-3

3-32

Letter A8

A8-3
cont'd

A8-4

A8-5

3-33

Letter A8

A8-5
cont'd

A8-6

3-34

Letter A8

A8-7

A8-8

A8-9

3-35

Letter A8

A8-9
cont'd

A8-10

3-36

Letter A8

A8-10
cont'd

A8-11

3-37

Letter A8

A8-11

A8-12

A8-13

3-38

Letter A8

A8-13
cont'd

A8-14

A8-15

3-39

Letter A8

A8-15
cont'd
A8-16

A8-17

A8-18

3-40

Letter A8

A8-18
cont'd

3-41

Letter A8

3-42

Letter A8

A8-19

A8-20

3-43

Letter A8

A8-20
cont'd

A8-21

A8-22

A8-23

3-44

Letter A8

A8-23
cont'd

3-45

Letter A8

A8-23
cont'd

A8-24

3-46

Letter A8

A8-24
cont'd

3-47

Letter A8

A8-24
cont'd

A8-25

3-48

Letter A8

A8-25
cont'd

A8-26

3-49

Letter A8

A8-27

3-50

Letter A8

A8-27
cont'd

A8-28

3-51

Letter A8

A8-28
cont'd

A8-29

A8-30

3-52

Letter A8

A8-30
cont'd

3-53

Letter A8

A8-30
cont'd

A8-31

3-54

Letter A8

A8-31
cont'd
A8-32

A8-33

3-55

Letter A8

3-56

Letter A8

3-57

Letter A8

3-58

Letter A8

3-59

Letter A8

3-60

Letter A8

3-61

Letter A8

3-62

Letter A8

3-63

Letter A8

3-64

Letter A8

3-65

Letter A8

3-66

Letter A8

3-67

Letter A8

3-68

Letter A8

3-69

Letter A8

3-70

Letter A8

3-71

Letter A8

3-72

Letter A8

3-73
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3-74

Letter A9

A9-1

3-75

Letter A9

A9-2

A9-3

3-76

Letter A9

3-77

This Page is Intentionally Left Blank

3-78

Letter A10

A10-1

A10-2

A10-3

3-79

This Page is Intentionally Left Blank

3-80

Letter A11

A11-1

A11-2

3-81

Letter A11

A11-2
cont'd

A11-3

A11-4

A11-5

3-82

Letter A11

A11-5
cont'd

A11-6

3-83

This Page is Intentionally Left Blank

3-84

Letter A12

A12-1

A12-2

A12-3

3-85

This Page is Intentionally Left Blank

3-86

Letter A13

A13-1

A13-2

A13-3

3-87
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3-88

Letter A14

A14-1

A14-2

A14-3

3-89
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3-90

Letter A15

A15-1

A15-2

A15-3

A15-4

3-91

Letter A15

A15-4

A15-5

A15-6

3-92

Letter A16

3-93

Letter A16

A16-1

A16-2

3-94

Letter A16

A16-2
cont'd

A16-3

A16-4

A16-5

3-95

Letter A16

A16-5
cont'd

A16-6

A16-7

3-96

Letter I1

I1-1

3-97

Letter I1

I1-1
cont'd
I1-2

I1-3

I1-4

3-98

Letter I1

3-99
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3-100

Letter I2

I2-1

3-101

Letter I2

I2-1
cont.

3-102

Letter I2

I2-1
cont.

I2-2

3-103

Letter I2

3-104

Letter I3

I3-1

3-105

Letter I3

I3-1
cont'd
I3-2

I3-3

I3-4

3-106

Letter I3

3-107
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3-108

Letter I4

I4-1

3-109

Letter I4

I4-1
cont'd

I4-2

3-110

Letter I4

I4-2
cont'd

3-111
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3-112

Letter I5

I5-1

I5-2

I5-3
I5-1

3-113

Letter I5

I5-4

3-114

Letter I5

I5-4
cont'd
I5-5

I5-6

I5-7

I5-8

I5-9

3-115

Letter I5

I5-9
cont'd
I5-10

I5-11

I5-12
I5-13

3-116

Letter I6

I6-1

I6-2

3-117
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3-118

Letter I7

I7-1

3-119

Letter I7

I7-1
cont'd

3-120

Letter I8

I8-1

I8-2

I8-3

3-121

Letter I8

I8-4

I8-5

I8-6

I8-7

I8-8

3-122

Letter I8

I8-8
cont'd
I8-9
I8-10

I8-11

I8-12
I8-13

I8-14
I8-15
I8-16

I8-17

I8-18

I8-19

3-123

Letter I8

I8-19
cont'd

I8-20

I8-21

3-124

Letter I8

I8-21
cont'd
I8-22

I8-23

I8-24

I8-25

I8-26

3-125
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Letter I9

May 27, 2010
Dave Bryant
Div. Manager - Special Projects
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
5961 S. Mooney Blvd.
Visalia, CA 93277
Re:

Comments on the Tulare County Draft Climate Action Plan as part of the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report of the General Plan 2030 Update

Dear Mr. Bryant:
Edgar & Associates, Inc. represents Pena’s Material Recovery Facility & Transfer
Station (Pena’s) regarding future planning, permitting and regulatory compliance
matters in Tulare County. Currently, Pena’s is proposing an expansion of its facility in
an effort to address the growth in the region, and the waste and recycled materials that
are inherent to that growth. Additionally, the expansion will place Pena’s MRF &
Transfer Station at the forefront of compliance with AB 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The AB 32 Scoping Plan adopted a series of measures
which has explicitly tasked California with implementing new goals to expand mandated
commercial recycling capacity, promote organic feedstocks such as food waste
processing for compost and anaerobic digestion facilities (as listed below), and
generate renewable energy.
Recycling and Waste Sector Recommendation - Landfill
Methane Capture and High Recycling/Zero Waste
(MMTCO2E in 2020)
Measure
No.
RW-1
RW-2
RW-3

Measure Description
Landfill Methane Control (Discrete Early Action)
Additional Reductions in Landfill Methane
x
Increase the Efficiency of Landfill Methane Capture
High Recycling/Zero Waste
x
Mandatory Commercial Recycling
x
Increase Production and Markets for Organics Products
x
Anaerobic Digestion
x
Extended Producer Responsibility
x
Environmentally Preferable Purchasing
Total
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MMTCO2E
Reductions
1
TBD

5
2
2
TBD
TBD
10

I9-1

Letter I9
Pena’s MRF was designed to serve the Northern Tulare County region to meet AB
939 recycling mandate to achieve a 50% landfill diversion by 2000 and continual that
diversion level thereafter. Pena’s Disposal and the MRF have a proven record of
performance for AB 939 and are poised to expand to reach the AB 32 challenge. The
Pena’s MRF proposes to provide mandated commercial recycling processing capacity
for the region and produce organic feedstock as required in the AB 32 Scoping Plan,
and generate renewable energy in the process.

I9-1
cont'd

The Project will greatly assist the Tulare County Consolidated Waste Management
Authority to exceed the recycling goals and reduce their carbon footprint to 1990 levels
by 2020, and provide the community with critical technological components to achieve
energy, economic, and environmental sustainability. The following components are
proposed to be part of the Pena’s MRF Expansion and meet the needs of the draft
Climate Action Plan. A copy of the Draft Project Description is attached.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Increase the tonnage to meet the needs of AB 32 and the General Plan Update
to 2030.
Expand programs to accommodate the AB 32 mandate of providing commercial
recycling to all business and multi-family units.
Expand the outdoor green waste processing operations to allow the processing
of co-collected residential green waste with food waste, to produce compost
feedstock and/or anaerobic digestion feedstock.
Explicitly include the processing of commercial food waste inside the MRF
building to produce compost feedstock and/or anaerobic digestion feedstock.
Explicitly include the addition of solar panels on top of the MRF building.
Add a 1 mega-watt wood waste biomass gasification plant.
Calculate the carbon footprint for baseline operations and the proposed project.

The County of Tulare is in the processing of updating their General Plan to 2030,
which includes a Climate Action Plan. The following measures are being proposed for
the Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling and Agriculture sectors:
x
x
x
x

I9-2

I9-3

Encourage the use of recycled materials in its own operations and purchases
Provide sites and publicity for recycling events
Work with recycling contractors on innovative programs to encourage residents
and business to take advantage of recycling services
Reduce agricultural burning though cogeneration and composting

Pena’s supports the endeavors made by Tulare County to address Climate
Change through its Draft Climate Action Plan. Edgar & Associates hereby offers the
following comments on Pena’s behalf regarding the recent Draft Climate Action Plan
that has been issued as part of the Tulare County Re-circulated Draft Environmental
Impact Report.

2
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5.1.4 – Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling
Pena’s is in support of the Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling Measures that are
included in this section, and notes that the measure to ‘work with recycling contractors
on innovative programs to encourage residents and business to take advantage of
recycling services’ is currently part of the culture at Pena’s, and is embedded in the
proposed MRF expansion, and meets the mandates set forth by AB 32, where
commercial recycling will be mandated throughout California. Pena’s believes that the
County of Tulare should take further advantage of the existing business recycling
infrastructure that supports business recycling, and additionally, make room for its
inclusion in the RDEIR as a mandated goal set forth from AB 32.

I9-5

Pena’s believes that the draft Climate Action Plan could be stronger with the specific
diversion of organic materials (green waste and food waste) into composting in order to
produce products that have a multitude of benefits to agriculture, such as water
conservation, erosion control, disease suppression, and increased yield.
6.1 - Agriculture
Pena’s is in support of the County’s support of agriculture and wishes to see the County
expand the projects and initiatives that go beyond just reducing agricultural burning, and
promote compost facilities that also use urban waste such as green waste and food
waste, to promote the value of compost to the agricultural community.
Edgar & Associates also works with composting companies in Napa County where a
Climate Action Framework in now under discussion. Being a rich agricultural county like
Tulare County, the Napa Community Draft Review Plan contains a series of distinct
measures to “Reduce Consumption and Solid Waste” as well as “Conserve Agriculture,
Natural Resources, and Urban Forest.”. A copy of their draft plan is attached as a
framework of ideas of how waste by-products can be tuned into compost for the benefit
of agricultural, and as a means to reduce greenhouse gases.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Climate Action Plan. Should you have
any questions, please call me at (916) 739-1200.
Sincerely,

Evan W.R. Edgar, Principal

3
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community review draft

napa countywide community
climate action framework


December 2009






707 Randolph St
Napa, California
www.nctpa.net




900 College Avenue
Santa Rosa, California
707-525-1665

800 Hearst Avenue
Berkeley, California 94710

www.coolplan.org

510-845-7549
www.migcom.com

Supportfromthefollowingmadethisplanpossible:
 ȋȌǡ
 ȋȌǡ ǡ
 ǡǡǡǤ ǡǡǤ
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Goal 3. Reduce Consumption and Solid Waste (SW)
    
  ȋ  ǡǡȌ
  Ǥ  
 ǡ   Ǥ
     

ǡ  ǡǡ
Ǥ
  ʹͲͲͷ



Food Waste

10%




Paper

Products
 Landfill Gas
26%
51%




Plant Debris

5%
Wood/

Textiles

8%

LandfillgasandpaperproductsarethemajorwastesourcesofgreenhousegasesinNapa
County.

  
    ǡ
Ǥǡ 
 
Ǥ  Ǥ
      
 Ǥ
 ʹͲͲͷ ͷͶǡʹͲͻ
ͶǤ ǯ
Ǥ ͵ʹ

ǡ

ǯ  ǡ
 Ǥ
 ǡ
ʹͲΨ ǯǤͺͲΨǯ
   Ƭ  

͵ʹ

 ʹͲͲͷ 
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Ǥ 
ͷΨ   
Ǥ͵͵
ʹͲͲͻǦǦ  
 ǯ ǯǤ

In contrast, the Clover Flat Landfill only flares the gas collected from the landfill. Based on
industry experience and communication with Upper Valley Disposal & Recycling Company,
owner of the Clover Flat Landfill, this facility may now be generating enough landfill gas to
enable installation of a landfill gas-to-energy plant that could produce a significant amount of
GHG-free electricity..34 This possibility merits serious study and follow up.
Methods to Reduce Waste
  
 ǣ
x

ȄREDUCE   ǡ
 ǡ ǡǡ Ǥ

x

 ȄREUSE   ǡǤǤǡǡ 
Ǧ ǡ  Ȁǡ Ǥ

x

ȄRECYCLE ǡ  ǡ ǡ ȋ
ȌǤ

x

ǡǡ̵ǡ  
  Ǥ

   ǡ ǲǳ
Ǥ  
  ǲǳǲǳǡ
  ǡ ǡ  Ǥ
 ǡ   
Ǥ  
Ǥ    
ǡǡǤ
     
Ǥ    
 Ǥ

Objective SW1: Achieve overall waste diversion of 75% to 90% by 2020.
   ǣ
x
x

 
 



͵͵ǣȀȀǤǤȀȀǦͳǤ
͵Ͷǡ

ǡǡǡǤͳͳǡʹͲͲͻǤ
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x

  

x

    

Increasing Overall Diversion Rates
Ǥ
 Ǣ  Ǥ
ǡ  Ǥ ǡ
  Ǥ   
   ǡ
    Ǥ   ǡ
ǡ      ǡ
Ǥ
ACTIONSW1.1:Enactordinancesandcreateincentivestoincreaseconstructionand
demolitiondebriswastediversionfrom75%to90%by2020.

Additional Opportunities
  ǣ
x

       
ǡ  ǡ    Ǥ

x

Ǧ  ȀȀǦ
     Ȁ Ǥ

x

 ǡ 
ǡ  Ǧ
   ǡͷΨ
Ǥ

x

   
  Ǥ

Reducing the amount of waste generated
    

Ǧ Ǥǡ ǡ
    Ǧ  Ǥǡ
Ǧ  Ǥ
 
 Ǥ      
  Ǥ
     ǣ
x

   ǡ ǡ
 Ǥ

x

    Ǧ
 ǡ     
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ǡ   
 Ǥ
x

 ǡ 
  Ǥ

x

     Ǥ

x

       Ǥ

x

   Ǥ  
 Ǥ

x

ǡ  ǡǦ   Ǥ

ACTIONSW1.2:Enactordinancesandcreateincentivestoachieveorganic(foodandgreen)
wastediversionof75%by2020,includingwastediversionfromrestaurantsandspecial
events.

Reusing products and packaging
 
 Ǥ  ǡ  
   
 Ǥ   
   ͺ ǡ 
ǡ ͳͲͲΨǤ
 ǡǡǡ   ǡǡ
  Ǥ
  ǡ
ǡ Ǥ
ACTIONSW1.3:Createandsupportotherprograms,suchastheNapaCountyGreen
BusinessProgram,thathelpachievethe75%to90%overallwastediversiongoal.
ACTIONSW1.4:Adoptenvironmentallypreferablepurchasingpoliciesandexplorejoint
purchasingagreementswithpartneragencies,andlocaljurisdictionsandbusinesses.

Recycling or composting
      
 Ǥ  
    ǡ 
  ǡ ǡ
ͻ͵ͻ Ǥ ͷΨ
ǡͶͲΨȋͲǡͲͲͲȌͳǡͲͲͲ ͵ͷ
Ǥ


͵ͷ

ʹͲͲͷȀǡ Ǥ
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 ǯȋ ȌʹͲͲ͵
  ͵ǯǡ ͵ͲΨǯ
 Ǥ  ǡ
͵ͷǡͲͲͲͳͲͲ
      
Ǥ 
͵ǡͲͲ ȋ   Ȍ
 Ǥ
ACTIONSW1.5:Establishcollectionservicesinallcitiesforsegregatedfoodwastefrom
commercialsourcesandestablishalocalfoodcompostingfacility.
ACTIONSW1.6:Encouragehomecompostingoforganicwaste.

Costs and Funding Opportunities
    
Ǥ   
   Ȅ Ȅ
ǡ   ǡ ǡ
ͻ͵ͻǤǡ
 ǡǡ
   Ǥ
Increasing Overall Diversion Rates
     
Ǥ   ǡ
 
Ǥ 
ǡ
   Ǥ
    ǡ   
ǡ ǡͻ͵ͻǤ ͷΨ
ǡͶͲΨȋͲǡͲͲͲȌͳǡͲͲͲ͵
Ǥ ǯʹͲͲ͵
 ǯǡ ͶͲΨ
  ǡǡ Ǥ   ǦȋʹͲΨ
Ȍ͵ͷǡͲͲͲͳͲͲ
  Ǥ
  ͻͲǡͲͲͲ  ͵ȋ
 ȌǤ
Reusing Products and Packaging
    ǡ 
 Ǥ


͵ǣȀȀǤ

Ǥ ǤȀ Ȁ Ȁ Ȁ͵ͶͲͲͶͲͲͷȀǤ
Ȅǡǲ  ǳ
ǣȀȀǤǤȀ  Ȁ ȀȀ  Ȁ̴ Ǥǡ 
 Ǥ
͵ǯ
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  Ǥ  ̈́ͷ
    ǤͷͲǡͲͲͲ
 ̈́ͷ̈́ʹͷͲǡͲͲͲǤ
  Ǥ
     
   Ǣ 
  Ǥ  ǡ 
    ǡ   
 Ǥ 
  ǡ 
 Ǥ     
    Ǥ
Recycling and Composting
  
ǡ    ̈́ͶͲȀǡ
 ̈́ͳǤͶǤ 
ǡ   Ǥ  
      Ǥ
   
 ǡ    
Ǥ    
   Ǧ  Ǥ
  ̈́ͷ 
   Ǥ   ͳǤͳǤ











Emissions Reduction Summary – Reduce Consumption and Solid Waste
SolidWaste

Implementer

Feasibility

Potentialtons
GHGreducedby
2020
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Goal 4. Conserve Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Urban
Forests (AN)
ǡʹͷ͵Ͳ 
Ǥ 
ǡǡ
 ǡ  Ǥ  
Ͷ 
ǡǡ
  ǡ ǡ

 Ǥ

Agriculture
 ǡ
ǤǯͶͺͷǡͲͲͲ ǡͷͳǡͲͲͲ ȋͳͲǤͷ 
Ȍ   
  Ǥͷ͵ǡͺͲͲ Ǥ͵ͺ
ǡ    
ǡͳͲǡͲͲͲ  ʹͲ͵ͲǤ
ǡ  
ǡ  ǡǡ ǡǤ͵ͻ
  Ǥ

    
  ǡ ǡ ǡǡ 
ǡ  ǡ ǡǡǤͶͲ 
ǡ  
  
  Ǥ
   ǡ 
 ʹ Ǥ ʹͲͲͷǡ
͵͵ǡͲͶ ǡ ͵Ψ
 
Ǥ
ǡ ʹ͵ʹ
   
Ǥ ǡǡ
 ȋͻǡͲͲͲȌǡͶͳ 
 Ǥ   ȋ Ȍ
 Ǥ  
  Ǥ 
ǡǲǡǳ ǲǳ Ǥǡ


͵ͺǡͳͲǡ

 Ǥ
 Ǥ
ͶͲ  
 Ǥ
Ͷͳ Ǥ2007CensusofAgriculture:NapaCountyCalifornia.ǣ
Ǥ ǤǤ
͵ͻǡͳͲǡ
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ǤͶʹ

 

      ǡ
  Ǥǡ 
   Ǥ
 ǣ   ǲǳ Ǥ
  ǡǲǳ  Ǥ
Ǧ
  
 Ǥ   ǡ  
ǡ  ǦǤͶ͵
ǯ   ǡ
 Ǥ 
ͳͲ  
 ǤͲ    ǤͶͶ
    ǡǡ ǡ 

ǡ   
ǡ   Ǥ Ͷͷ  
 

Ͷ
ǦǤ
 ǡǡȋȌ
      Ǥ 
     Ǥ   
 ǤͶ
AgriculturalWasteStrategies
 ǲǳ   ǡ 
ǡ Ǥ
x

Ǧ    ǲ ǳǡ
 Ǥ

x

  
 Ǥ



ͶʹǤNapaCountyGeneralPlanDraftEnvironmentalImpactReport.

ʹͲͲǤ
 ǤAgricultureandRuralAmerica. ǡʹͲͲͺǤǣ
Ǥ   Ǥ Ǥ
ͶͶǡ  ǤǤFood,energy,andsociety. ǡ ǣǡʹͲͲͺǤ
ͶͷRegenerativeOrganicFarming:AActiontoGlobalWarmingǤǡǤǡǤǤ ǡǤǡǤǤʹͲͲͺ
ǤǤǤȀȀ̴ ̴ǦͲ̴͵Ͳ̴ͲͺǤ 
Ͷ ǡǤǦǤMitigatingClimateChangethroughOrganicAgricultureandLocalizedFood
Systems.  ͵ͳȀͳȀͲͺ
Ͷ  Ȃ  Ǥ Ǥ
Ͷ͵
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Objective AN1: Encourage responsible and sustainable agricultural and
landscaping practices.
    
   ǣ
x

  ǡ ǡ 

x

 

Supporting Local Agriculture, Food Production, and Community Gardens
ACTION AN1.1: Adopt policies and ordinances that support local agriculture, food
production, and community gardens. Support efforts by local growers and
restaurants to produce and use locally grown food products, and remove associated
regulatory hurdles.
ACTIONAN1.2:Supporteffortsbylocalgrowersandrestaurantstoproduceanduselocally
grownfoodproductsandremoveassociatedregulatoryhurdles.(SeealsoT10andAN1.)

Promoting Water Conservation
ACTIONAN1.3:Adoptwaterefficientlandscapeordinancesthatpromoteclimate
appropriateplants,efficientirrigation,andnonpotablewatersources.

Natural Resources
Water is a valuable natural resource in Napa County. Many of the areas in the eastern
regions of the county have very limited water resources, and in some areas where there is
water, the boron concentration is quite high and too high for crop production.Ͷͺ There are a
total of 22,431 acres of water in the county, or 4.43 percent of the total land.Ͷͻ Suitable
climate and an irrigation water source will likely continue to support future conversion of
land.
Access to clean water, energy, mineral resources, and availability of productive land are all
threatened by changes in climate. The warmer winter and spring temperatures of recent
years could adversely affect the capacity and reliability of the California water system with
respect to water shortage and flood management, and requires changes in water reservoir
management rules.
Urban water conservation, reclamation and reuse of water, land and water use, and
drainage management protect and conserve valuable water resources. Water reclamation
systems provide an exemplary infrastructure to use water efficiently. Gray water is tap water
soiled by use in washing machines, tubs, showers and bathroom sinks. It is not sanitary, but
it is also not toxic and generally disease free. Gray water reclamation is the process by
which households make use of gray water’s potential instead of simply piping it into
overburdened sewage systems with all water that travels down the drain.


ͶͺǡͳͲǡ
ͶͻǡͳͲǡ

 Ǥ
 Ǥ
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Reducing water used outdoors can make the biggest difference in saving water in Napa
County. Water efficient landscaping opportunities include: water-efficient irrigation systems
and climate appropriate plants and trees. These design decisions are based on the following
principles: proper planning and design, soil analysis and improvement, appropriate plant
selection, practical turf areas, efficient irrigation, use of mulches and appropriate
maintenance.ͷͲ
Benefits of this type of landscaping include: conservation of natural resources, decreased
energy use, and reduced runoff and irrigation water that carries top soils, fertilizers and
pesticides into lakes.

Objective AN2: Reduce water use and protect local water resources.
      ǣ
x

   

Reducing demand of potable water and developing water service and
infrastructure
ACTIONAN2.1:Developandimplementwaterconservationplansthatincludefinancial
incentives,educationalprograms,andordinancesthatreducethepercapitademandof
potablewater.
ACTIONAN2.2:Developandenhancerecycledwaterserviceandinfrastructuretoserveall
areasofNapaCounty.

Financing Options
Ǧǡ    
    ǡ 
ǡǡ ǡ Ǥ  ǡ
  
Ǥ Ǧ
 Ǥ  
Ǥ
    ǡ
    Ǥ
    
  Ǥ ǡ
ǡ  
 Ǥ

Forests
   ȋʹȌ
   Ǥ

ͷͲ

 ǤWaterEfficientLandscaping:PreventingPollutionandUsing

ResourcesWisely.
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  ʹ  
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 Ǥ ǡǡǯ
     
 Ǥ
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 Ǥ 
ǡ   
ǡ   
 Ǥ
      
   Ǥͷʹ 
  Ǥ
   ǡ 
Ǥͷ͵ ȋȌ
     
  ǤͷͶ  ǡ
ʹ ͵Ǥ ǡ
Ǧ    Ǥͷͷ
    ǯ 
Ǥ Ǧ
ǡǤ   Ǧ 
 ǡ  


ͷͳǡͳͲǡ

 Ǥ
 ǡ ǡ ǡʹͲͲͻǤ
ͷ͵  Ǥ   ǤʹͲͲͻǤǣ
ǤǤǤ
ͷͶ Ȁ   
ǤMitigatingNewYorkCity’sHeatIslandwithUrbanForestry,LivingRoofs,andLightSurfaces:New
YorkCityRegionalHeatIslandInitiativeǤ 
ǡ ʹͲͲ.
ͷͷ  ǡ ǡ ǡʹͲͲͻǤ
ͷʹ
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 Ǥͷ     
  ǡ 
 ǡͳͲͲǡ
 Ǥ
ǡ ȋ Ȍ Ǥ
 ǯȋȌ  
 ǲǳǡ   ʹ
 Ǥ 
ǡ   ǡʹ
  Ǥ  
 ǡ Ǧ 
Ǥͷ

Objective AN3: Protect and increase the amount of vegetation and
biomass in soil and reduce emissions from agricultural sources.
     
ǣ
x



x

  

x

 

Promoting sustainable business
ACTIONAN3.1:SupportandpromotetheNapaGreenCertifiedWineryProgramandthe
NapaGreenCertifiedLandProgram("FishFriendlyFarming"),aswellasotherpractices.

Assessing impacts on Carbon Sequestration
ACTIONAN3.2:Assessthepositiveornegativeimpactsoflandusechanges,newvineyards,
andurbandevelopmentoncarbonsequestration.

Protecting habitat
ACTIONAN3.3:Adoptpolicies,ordinances,andplansthatcreateandenhanceurban
forestsandgreenways.
ACTIONAN3.4:Adoptpoliciesandordinancestoprotecthabitatandmitigatethe
conversionofoakwoodlandsandotherimportantplantcommunitiesbypermanently
protectingsimilarhabitats.



ͷǤMethodsforMeasuringandMonitoringForestryCarbonProjectsin

California.ͷͲͲǦͲͶǦͲʹ ǤʹͲͲͶǤ
ͷ ǡǤǣǤǤ ǤǤ
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Financing
      
 Ǥǡ
 ǡ  ǡ
  Ǥ

Emissions Reduction Summary
   
   
ǡ  
  ǡ 
ǡǡ

 ǡ Ǧǡ  Ǥ
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May 27, 2010
Via Electronic and Regular Mail (w/CD of Exhibits)
Dave Bryant
Div. Manager - Special Projects
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
5961 S. Mooney Blvd.
Visalia, CA 93277
dpbryant@co.tulare.ca.us
Re:

Comments on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for Tulare
County General Plan Update (SCN#2006041162)

Dear Mr. Bryant:
These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity
(“CBD”), the Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment (“CRPE”), Community Water
Center (“CWC”) and the California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation (“CRLAF”) on
the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (“RDEIR”) for the Tulare County
General Plan Update. CBD is a non-profit environmental organization dedicated to the
protection of native species and their habitats through science, policy, and environmental
law. CBD’s Climate Law Institute works to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to protect
biological diversity, our environment, and public health. CBD has over 225,000
members and e-activists including those located in the County of Tulare. CRPE is a
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national non-profit environmental justice organization that provides legal and technical
assistance to grassroots groups in low-income communities and communities of color
fighting environmental hazards. CRPE works with many communities, hamlets, and
residents in Tulare County. CWC is a nonprofit organization based in Tulare County that
seeks to create community-driven water solutions through organizing, education and
advocacy in California’s San Joaquin Valley. CWC works directly with a number of
low-income, primarily Latino communities in Tulare County and elsewhere in the Valley
to address problems that range from chronic drinking water contamination to barriers to
participation in local water governance. CRLAF’s mission is to improve the quality of
life for California farm-workers, their families, and their communities. CRLAF utilizes
various strategies to accomplish our mission, including litigation, research, policy and
legislative advocacy, and community capacity-building.

I14-1
cont'd

As the “constitution for all future developments,” general plans are required to be
“comprehensive and long term.” 1 Given the importance of general plans in the planning
process, state planning law “compels cities and counties to undergo the discipline of
drafting a master plan to guide future local land use decisions.” 2 Unfortunately, this
requisite discipline appears to be entirely lacking in the County’s Update to the General
Plan. The County has provided little in the way of additional clarity and consistency
since the first Draft Update to the General Plan was originally circulated over two years
ago. Indeed, the latest Draft Update fails to fulfill its most basic purpose of guiding
future development because the Land Use Element does not meaningfully describe or
illustrate the location and intensity of land uses. Absent this information, it is impossible
to intelligently assess Project impacts or have any degree of certainty as to what type of
growth would occur under the General Plan. Accordingly, the draft Update to the
General Plan does not meet the requirements of the Planning and Zoning Code and the
RDEIR fails as an informational document.

I14-2

The undersigned organizations urge the County to go back to the drawing board
and prepare a legally sufficient Update to the General Plan that sets forth a sustainable
future for the County by directing more growth to existing cities and ensuring that growth
that does occur in unincorporated areas is guided toward infill opportunities in existing
communities and hamlets. The County can thereby preserve its agricultural heritage and
avoid the many environmental impacts and fiscal costs that result from sprawl
development. Rather than allow sprawl development, the County can better meet its
obligations to underserved communities in unincorporated areas and hamlets by entering
into revenue sharing arrangements with Tulare cities. In exchange for directing new
growth within City boundaries, Cities must be required to address infrastructural
disparities with bordering, fringe, and island unincorporated communities and
hamlets. In addition, revenue generated by the County from those revenue-sharing
agreements must be set aside for ensuring adequate infrastructure and services for
existing unincorporated communities and hamlets. In this manner, targeted investments
by the County can help improve the quality of life for existing County residents, while
future growth occurs in a sensible and sustainable manner.

I14-3
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DeVita v. County of Napa, 9 Cal.4th 763, 773 (1995).
Id.
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I.

THE LAND USE ELEMENT DOES NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS
OF GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65302.

Government Code § 65302(a) requires that a land use element designate “the
proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of land” for
specified purposes and “include a statement of the standards of population density and
building intensity recommended for the various districts and other territory covered by
the plan.” This requirement is very much the heart of the General Plan. Absent a clear
understanding of the proposed location and intensity of land uses, in conjunction with
population density standards for the various regions, the impacts of the General Plan
Update cannot be properly ascertained.
As presented in the proposed General Plan Update, the land use element only
appears to describe land use designations and indicate whether the given designation is
allowed in a city, community, hamlet or other unincorporated area. Beyond this very
general description, the Land Use Element does not appear to indicate with any
specificity the location and extent of each of these uses. For example, the General Plan
does not identify the total acreage of proposed land uses and the extent to which changes
in land use represent a difference from current conditions. Indeed, the General Plan does
not even contain a map that clearly illustrates where and which land uses will occur under
the proposed Update. Absent such information, it is impossible to assess Project impacts
or understand exactly what is being contemplated by the Plan.
To the extent information on proposed land use designations is available
elsewhere, this is insufficient to render the General Plan consistent with state planning
law. In providing sufficient information on future land use designations, courts have held
that while a map or maps that actually delineate proposed land uses and population
standards might exist or be cobbled together from existing data, “uncoordinated
documents …. make resort to [the General Plan] for planning information an awkward
exercise and would also seem to generate doubt concerning the integrity of the plan.”
Camp v. Board of Supervisors of Mendocino County, 123 Cal. App. 3d 334, 349 (1981)
(land use element that did not correlate density and land use classifications with locations
within county failed to comply with section 65302).
Because the land use element is so woefully uninformative, it must be
significantly revised to provide an understanding of the potential growth possible under
the General Plan and evaluate impacts based on this worst-case scenario. In revising the
General Plan, the County could look to the Land Use Element recently completed by
Yolo County. 3 Unlike the Project, the Yolo County General Plan land use element
provides maps illustrating the land uses contemplated by the General Plan, and the total
acreage occupied by these uses. This information can be compared against current uses
so decisionmakers and the public are able to surmise how the General Plan would
3

Yolo County, 2030 General Plan Update, Land Use Element.
3-1053
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represent a change from both existing baseline conditions and allowable growth under the
existing General Plan.

I14-4
cont'd

The deficiencies of the land use element cannot be understated. Without data on
where growth will occur, other required general plan elements, such as the circulation
and open space elements, are meaningless and potentially inconsistent. As presented, it is
entirely unclear whether the objectives and policies set forth in these elements are
consistent with the vague and ill-defined land use element.
The land use element’s failure to provide enforceable and stable policies to direct
growth further precludes a meaningful understanding of where growth could occur. For
example, the General Plan would allow for the development of entire new towns. (Goal
PF-5.) Because the location, density, and population of these potential new towns is not
identified, the extent and type of growth contemplated under the General Plan cannot be
accurately ascertained. Similarly, urban development is only “encouraged” in existing
UDBs and HDBs but could occur in a number of other locations with ill defined criteria.
(PF-1.4.; PF 1.2 (allowing urban growth within foothill development corridors “as
determine by procedures set forth in Foothill Growth Management Plan.”)
II.

THE RDEIR VIOLATES CEQA
A.

I14-5

The Project Description Lacks Sufficient Detail to be Meaningful

An EIR cannot accurately assess project impacts if the project itself is not
sufficiently described. Accordingly, “[a]n accurate, stable and finite project description
is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” San Joaquin Raptor v.
County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 730 (1994). Because the RDEIR does not
provide a meaningful and stable description of the land uses contemplated by the General
Plan, it is unclear what exactly is the “project” under review.
While the RDEIR refers to Figure 4.1 in the General Plan Update in an attempt to
describe the Project, Figure 4.1 does not identify land uses designated under the General
Plan, it simply references other planning documents. Reference to a patchwork of other
plans, which themselves contain conflicting and incomplete information, is an
insufficient project description. To accurately and sufficiently describe the Project, the
RDEIR must be revised to provide maps of the location and intensity of allowable future
development.
The RDEIR describes the Project as directing 75% of new population growth to
occur within CACUDBs and Spheres of Influence of incorporated cities and 25% to
occur mainly within unincorporated communities and hamlets, foothill development
corridors, urban and regional growth corridors and mountain service centers. (RDEIR at
2-24). Yet given the utter lack of clarity of where growth could occur, and the significant
loophole allowing the creation of new planned communities of potentially tens of
thousands of residents in unincorporated areas, there does not appear to be any
evidentiary basis to support this assertion. Indeed, the General Plan does not appear to

3-1054
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modify land uses to meet and guide projected population growth, but rather to keep future
development options as open-ended as possible. While growth may occur as described, it
also may not. The RDEIR must provide a worst-case scenario of how growth might be
distributed based on allowable development land use designations and intensities set
under the General Plan (to the extent clear designations even exist). To the extent the
Project could create capacity for most or all projected population growth to occur in
unincorporated areas, through new planned communities and/or by providing a wide
range of potential development intensity in rural areas, it is inaccurate and misleading to
characterize the Project as directing 75% of new population growth to CACUDBs and
Spheres of Influence.
B.

The Description of Existing Environmental Conditions Lacks
Sufficient Detail

I14-6
cont'd

I14-7

CEQA requires that an EIR “include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project.” Guidelines § 15125. While the RDEIR
contains some generalized data on land use designations in a handful of planning areas, it
fails to provide maps or otherwise identify where these designations occur and how they
may be distributed. Additionally, physical environmental conditions under CEQA refer
to on-the-ground environmental conditions, not permitted conditions. Therefore, the
RDEIR must be revised to describe development that currently exists in the County, not
what may be permissible under existing land use designations. Only in this manner may
impacts from the Project be accurately compared and assessed.
C.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Land Use Impacts
Adequately

I14-8

The mitigating policies and implementation measures listed by the County under
this element are insufficient to address the potential adverse impacts created by the
project. We suggest the following additional considerations to the policies and
implementation measures.
LU-1.1: Smart Growth and Healthy Communities - This measure focuses on
connectivity between new and existing development. There are many existing,
underserved existing communities whose health would benefit greatly from a policy
encouraging connectivity between communities and between communities and larger
municipal service providers. This policy does not address the benefits of encouraging
connectivity among existing communities.
LU-1.8: Encourage Infill Development – This is a beneficial policy but the
Zoning Ordinance discussed in Implementation Measure 3 should promote smart growth
principles and reduce cumulative impacts.
LU-1.9: Specific Plans - It could be desirable to have the planning frameworks
found in Table 4.3 consider, for example, how much water a municipal provider is likely
to need to provide for possible future connections by nearby existing unincorporated
communities. This might be one way of ensuring that new developments don't impede
future service connections by existing unincorporated communities.

3-1055
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LU-4.1: Neighborhood Commercial Uses - The County should also encourage
development of neighborhood commercial uses in existing unincorporated communities
where such uses will not disproportionately burden such communities. For example,
corner stores might be desirable in these areas whereas water-intensive uses would
probably not be desirable.
LU-4.2: Big Box Development – Considering big box developments on a case by
case basis, as currently planned, subverts many of the policies laid out in the General
Plan, such as the smart growth principles and the community center policies (Economic
Development Policy 6.1). A California State Bakersfield study linked the big box
development, specifically a proposed Wal-mart, with the potential for increasing urban
decay in the surrounding area.
LU-5.1: Industrial Developments – The County policy to encourage industrial
development activities in “appropriate locations” should include criteria or guidance to
ensure that “appropriate” is applied fairly and protects existing unincorporated
communities. Such guidance might include a requirement for buffers where industrial
uses will be sited near existing unincorporated communities and, where appropriate,
hiring preferences for people in adjacent areas should be pursued.
LU-5.2: Industrial Park Developments & ED-3.2: Industry Clusters – The
County should adopt restrictions to prevent cumulative impacts to local residents. 4
ED-2.2: Land Requirements - Clustering industries in industrial parks or
industrial areas can be beneficial in terms of reducing impacts on neighbors. However, in
terms of some industries, clustering can create local cumulative impacts or hot spots
increasing pollution for local residents. The County should adopt an implementation
measure that prevents an increase in cumulative impacts.
LU-5.6: Industrial Use Buffer & ED-2.11: Industrial Parks - The County sets
forth a 500 foot buffer as one of the policies, however, the South Coast Air Quality
Management District requires a larger buffer for some industries such as warehouses.
The California Air Resource Board also has guidance regarding land use planning that
discusses the need for set backs. The County should adopt restrictions to prevent
cumulative impacts to local residents. 5 In addition, there should be a requirement, or at
least a preference, for recreational or green buffers and a requirement for adequate
landscaping and screening (not just a high wall) between the uses to minimize visual
impacts and enhance the quality of the environment.
LU-7.6: Screening – There is no criteria to determine what constitutes
“landscaping to adequately screen.”
Land Use Implementation Measure 18 - The measure has no standards for what
constitutes a “significant buffer,” nor does it lay out what alternative measures would be
adequate to create this buffer.

I14-12

Additionally, the County should recognize community and hamlet councils and
resident groups during reviews of permits and proposals within their UBD or HBD
(Planning Framework Implementation Measure 3) to ensure projects proposed in these
areas have the least adverse impact and most benefit for the local residents. In the same
vein, partnering with project applicants to prepare community plans has the potential to

I14-20

4
5

See: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.
See http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf
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create a conflict of interest and promote inefficient and incongruent planning between
communities and hamlets. This policy (PF-2.5) should be removed from the General
Plan.
D.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Traffic and
Circulation Impacts Adequately

I14-20
cont'd
I14-21

The mitigating policies and implementation measures listed by the County under
this element are insufficient to address the potential adverse impacts created by the
Project. We suggest the following additional considerations to the policies and
implementation measures.
TC-1.1: Provision of an Adequate Public Road Network - This policy commits
the County to establishing and maintaining roads. The implementation measures center
around impact fees, Measure R funding, and other state or federal funding sources. The
bulk of Measure R funding centers around Visalia leaving 23 unincorporated
communities and hamlets to divide up a very small pot. The County should prioritize
Measure R money to redress communities and hamlets neglect. They are often least able
to leverage their resources to acquire the funds necessary to repair the roads.
TC-1.7: Intermodel Freight Villages - The County shall consider the
appropriate placement of intermodel freight villages in the County. These villages could
have significant air quality impacts for the region and must be tied to implementation
measures or sighting criteria that reduce those impacts. As part of Implementation
Measure 11, the County should also explore opportunities to build the infrastructure for
alternative fuel vehicles. If the infrastructure is in place, the County could then require
the use for good movement vehicles operating in the County.
TC-1.8: Promoting Operational Efficiency - The County is going to give
consideration to those programs that improve the efficiency of the goods movement and
enhance farm to market connectivity. This should be tied to reductions in air pollution
and should not be at the expense of historically neglected communities and hamlets- the
residents of which are farm laborers whose work helps drive the economy of the County.
Specifically, the County should promote safer, affordable labor transportation for farm
workers in the region through incentives. The County should support programs such as
the Kings County Agricultural Industries Transportation Services Farm Worker Vanpool
program.
TC-1.15: Traffic Impact Study - The County’s threshold of significance of 100
peak hour trips per day seems high. For some areas of the County a number under 100
peak hour trips per day might be significant under CEQA. The County should consider
that a lower number of peak hour trips might trigger a traffic study depending on the
environmental setting.
TC-4.4: Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public Transit - While we
realize that nodal land use patterns are critical to ensuring public transit systems that are
more effective, many of these “service area hubs” are also being accessed by residents of
the unincorporated communities. The County should have an implementation plan to
provide an easy, affordable and effective way for unincorporated community residents to
access these hubs with public transit.

3-1057
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TC-4.5: Transit Coordination - Regional coordination is critical for residents of
the rural unincorporated communities. Many of the challenges they face is lack of
frequency of service from their unincorporated communities into major city areas such as
Visalia or Dinuba, however, these challenges are increased when there is a large lag time,
or significant walking distance to access local city transit services. Better coordination
between city and transit systems is critical to serving the needs of transit dependent
residents of the county.
E.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Air Quality
Impacts Adequately

I14-27

I14-28

The RDEIR fails to analyze and mitigate the air quality impacts of the projected
increase in dairies and feedlots and their associated emissions in Tulare County
adequately. A recent study on Ozone production in the San Joaquin Valley found that
reactive organic gas (ROG) from livestock feed dominates the ROG contributions to
ozone formation in the Valley. 6 The contribution was higher than that of light duty
vehicles in the Valley. 7 Table 3.3-1 should be amended to include livestock feed as a
major pollutant source of Ozone. In addition, the Project should discuss the potential
environmental impacts from increased dairies in the Valley and the possible mitigation
measures. Impacts 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 incorrectly state that no additional mitigation
measures are available for the potential project impacts of a net increase of criteria air
pollutants or obstruction of implantation of an air quality plan. Simply relying on the San
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District’s Rule 4570 to mitigate dairy and
feedlot emissions is not sufficient. There are other feasible mitigation measures that
could reduce the impact of livestock feed emissions. For example, the County could
require new and expanding dairies within the County to build enclosed barns with a
biofilter or other pollution capturing mechanisms. This is a feasible mitigation measure
that would not only decrease the emissions from dairies and feed lots, but it has been
shown to improve milk production and increase breeding success in hot weather. 8 In
addition, the County should consider the potential for the Project to create or contribute
to a toxic “hot spot.”
In addition, we suggest the following additional considerations to the policies and
implementation measures.
AQ-1.1: Cooperation with Other Agencies - The County commits to
cooperating with other agencies in developing an implementing regional air quality plans.
The Implementation Measures (Numbers 1 and 2) are very vague as to how this will be
accomplished. Tulare County sits on the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Board
and is already required to cooperate in regional efforts to reduce pollution. The County
should create concrete policies that reduce pollution by creating an emissions cap for the

6

Howard, Cody J., Kumar, Anuj, et. al., Environ. Sci. & Technol.: Reactive Organic Gas Emissions from
Livestock Feed Contribute Significantly to Ozone Production in Central California, Vol. 44, No. 7 (2010)
2309-2314.
7
Id.
8
Powers, William E., Expert Report (Dec. 2007).
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County, specify particular uses, reducing energy production and consumption in the
County, creating policies to retrofit buildings to be more energy efficient, etc.
AQ-1.3: Cumulative Air Quality Impacts - This policy merely reiterates
requirements in the CEQA. In order to implement this policy the County should create
policies that prioritize projects that reduce or do not increase local or regional pollution.
The County could create Green Tape policies that expedite project approval that meet
specific demonstrated environmental benefits. The County could also create emissions
caps for areas of the County already overburdened with pollution sources.
AQ-1.6: Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles - According to
this policy the County will encourage departments to replace existing vehicles with low
emission/alternative fuel vehicles. However, the County qualifies this commitment with
a vague reference to “as appropriate.” Furthermore, under Implementation Measure 7
which deals with the policy, the County will only review the performance and
maintenance records of its existing hybrid and alternative fuel vehicles fleet. The County
should strengthen this policy by removing the “as appropriate” language. The County
should also strengthen the implementation measure by requiring existing inefficient fleets
to be replaced by hybrid or alternative fuel vehicles. The County should also create an
implementation measure to encourage or incentivize the development of an alternative
fuel infrastructure i.e. CNG filling stations. This would allow the County to increase its
use of alternative fuel vehicles and make it more feasible for the County to require
alternative fuel vehicle use as conditions of project approval. These policy and
implementation measure changes would also help the County mitigate its greenhouse gas
emission impacts.
AQ-2.3: Transportation and Air Quality - The County will work with TCAG to
study methods of transportation which may contribute to a reduction in air pollution. The
policy also suggests several public transportation alternatives. However, another aspect
of transportation design includes using the County’s land use authority to require
developers to build projects that reduce vehicles mile traveled (VMTs). Developments
that encourage sprawl and create mazes of streets and cul de sacs increase VMTs and
contribute to air pollution. The County could create policies to disallow this type of
development as part of its transportation design policies.
AQ-3.6: Mix Land Uses - The County states that it will encourage the mixing of
land uses. However, there is no implementation measure for this policy. The County is
requiring mix zoning in hamlets which will require a change in the Zoning Ordinance.
Also, the County could create an implementation measure which would give priority to
the mixed use projects.
F.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Energy Impacts
Adequately

The California Natural Resources Agency recently reaffirmed that “CEQA’s
requirement to analyze and mitigate energy impacts of a project is substantive, and is not
merely procedural.” 9 Pursuant to CEQA Greenhouse Gas Guidelines promulgated under
SB 97, Appendix F of the Guidelines was revised to clarify that an EIR shall consider
energy implications of the proposed project, and where applicable, items that should be
9

Resources Agency, Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action at 71 (Dec. 2009).
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considered include the energy supply and energy use patterns of the region, the effects of
the project on local and regional energy supplies, and measures to reduce energy
consumption. (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F.)
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The RDEIR fails to conform to Appendix F because its description of Project
energy use is limited to noting the PG&E supplies the County with electricity and natural
gas. To properly assess the Project’s energy consumption, the County should provide
information on the extent to which on-site renewable energy is being used in the County,
and discuss whether the County currently has any programs or requirements relating to
energy efficiency, renewable energy or green building requirements.
The RDEIR’s conclusion that Project energy impacts are not significant fails
because it is based entirely on a series of vague and aspirational measures aimed at
reducing energy consumption. For example, in concluding that the Project would not
result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy in the
construction and operation of new buildings, the RDEIR references the following
measures:
LU-7.15: The County shall encourage the use of solar power and energy
conservation building techniques by all development.
LU Implementation Measure #24: The County shall review LEED and LEEDND certification requirements and develop an implementation program.
AQ-3.5: The County shall encourage all new development, including
rehabilitation, renovation, and redevelopment, to incorporate energy conservation
and green building practices to maximum extent feasible.
AQ Implementation Measure #12: The County shall encourage LEED and
LEED-ND certification for new development or similar rating system….
PFS-5.9: The County shall investigate waste disposal and reuse needs for
agricultural wastes for energy and other beneficial uses and shall change County
plans accordingly.
ERM-4.1: The County shall encourage the use of solar energy, solar hot water
panels, and other energy conservation and efficiency features in new construction
and renovation of existing structures in accordance with State law.
ERM-4.2: The County shall promote the planting and maintenance of shade
trees along streets and within parking areas of new urban development to reduce
radiation heating.
ERM-4.3: The County shall participate, to the extent feasible, in local and State
programs that strive to reduce the consumption of natural or man-made energy
sources.
ERM-4-4: The County should coordinate with local utility providers to provide
public education on energy conservation programs.
ERM-4.6: The County shall support efforts, when appropriately sited, for the
development and use of alternative energy resources …..
(See RDEIR at 3.4-29-30.) Because each of these measures is framed in unenforceable,
aspirational language, not a single one of the measures supporting the RDEIR’s less than
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significant determination provides any degree of certainly that they will ultimately
function to reduce energy consumption. Additional measures identified in the RDEIR to
purportedly “ensure that this impact remains less than significant” similarly provide no
assurance that energy consumption will actually be reduced. (RDEIR at 3.4-30).
Measure ERM-4.7 calls for the continued integration of “energy efficiency and
conservation into all County facilities” but fails to provide any guiding standards or
requirements. Similarly, ERM-4.8 simply calls on the County to “encourage” new
development to exceed minimum state efficiency standards without setting any
requirements.

I14-35
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In addition, while the County states it wants to attract energy resource
development (ED-3.1: Diverse Economic Base), there are no criteria for what type of
energy development. The County should encourage the development of renewable
energies that provide a true reduction in fossil fuel dependence, such as solar and wind.
The County also identifies ethanol as an industry to attract to the County (Economic
Development Existing Conditions). Corn-based ethanol is bad public policy in terms of
air quality, water supply, and for low income communities raising food security issues.
Lastly, the County pledges to provide leadership in economic development with attention
to attracting clean industries. (ED 1.1) However, there is no implementation measure for
this. The County should examine opportunities for the County to participate in the truly
green economy which is growing throughout the State and Country. There are several
green jobs initiatives that have been taking place throughout California and throughout
the Country. Organizations such as Green Jobs for All are providing support for public
and private initiatives that advance green jobs for low income people and people of color
as a sustainable pathway out of poverty. Tulare County should adopt building code
standards, energy efficiency goals for new development and rehabilitating existing
buildings to meet LEED standards. The County should also encourage and incentivize
job training programs that build the skills necessary for low income residents and people
of color in Tulare County to take advantage of the emerging green economy. The County
should work with green jobs initiatives and the Economic Development Corporation to
identify clean industries and work to create incentives to attract them to the County along
with job training programs to allow local residents to fill these jobs. Jobs in green
construction, maintenance and restoration, as well as solar and wind energy production
provide a good pathway to higher income jobs as well as provide for a healthier
environment. The County should prioritize those types of economic projects.

I14-36

Given their vagueness, uncertainty and lack of enforceability, the RDEIR does not,
and cannot, quantify or describe the actual energy conservation benefits that will result
from these measures. As noted by the Attorney General in “Climate Change, the
California Environmental Quality Act, and General Plan Updates: Straightforward
Answers to Some Frequently Asked Questions, California Attorney General’s Office,”
“[w]hile a menu of hortatory GHG policies is positive, it does not count as adequate
mitigation because there is no certainty that the policies will be implemented.” 10
Accordingly, there is no legitimate basis to conclude Project energy impacts are less than

I14-37

10

California Attorney General, Climate Change, the California Environmental Quality Act, and General
Plan Updates: Straightforward Answers to Some Frequently Asked Questions at 5 (2009).
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significant. Indeed, it appears that the County does not have a single specific and
enforceable policy to reduce non-renewable energy consumption.

I14-37
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There are numerous specific policies that the County can implement to ensure that
energy consumption is not wasteful. Energy conservation not only reduces greenhouse
gas emissions, but results in financial savings in reduced utility and fuel costs to the
County, households, and businesses, thereby keeping money circulating in the local
economy that otherwise would have been used to pay energy bills. Given the many
benefits of energy conservation, local governments across the state have implemented
policies to increase use of renewable energy and improve energy conservation. These
measures, which the County should consider as mitigation for Project energy and climate
impacts, include: 11
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x

Requiring that all new public buildings meet a minimum LEED silver
standard. (See Alameda County Administrative Code Chapter 4.38,
requiring all new County projects meet a minimum LEED Silver rating);

x

Requiring that new residential and commercial development, as well as
major remodels of homes and businesses, meet green building standards
and are LEED certified and that all new buildings exceed Title 24 energy
standards by 25 percent. (See Town of Windsor Building and Housing
Code Article 13, establishing green building standards and ratings for
commercial and residential buildings). Public Resources Code Section
25402.1(h)(2) and Section 10-106 of the Building Energy Efficiency
Standards (Standards) establish a process which allows local adoption of
energy standards that are more stringent than the statewide Standards. This
process allows local governments to adopt and enforce energy standards
before the statewide Standards effective date, require additional energy
conservation measures, and/or set more stringent energy budgets. Local
governments are required to apply to the Energy Commission for approval,
documenting the supporting analysis for how the local government has
determined that their proposed Standards will save more energy than the
current statewide Standards and the basis of the local government's
determination that the local standards are cost-effective. Once the Energy
Commission staff has verified that the local standards will require
buildings to use no more energy than the current statewide Standards and
that the documentation requirements in Section 10-106 are met, the
application is brought before the full Energy Commission for approval.
Numerous local governments have taken advantage of this process. See
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2005standards/ordinances_exceeding_2
005_building_standards.html

11

Many of these measures were identified in CBD’s April 15, 2008 comments on the General Plan Update,
which are herein incorporated by reference.
3-1062
12

Letter I14
x

Requiring building projects to recycle or reuse a minimum of 50 percent
of unused or leftover building materials (Alameda County Administrative
Code § 4.38.030);

x

Offering incentives to encourage green building standards and discourage
business as usual construction;

x

Requiring energy efficiency and water conservation upgrades to existing
residential and non-residential buildings at the time of sale, remodel, or
additions.
Berkeley’s Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance
(RECO) is an example of such a measure. (Berkeley’s RECO, Berkeley
Municipal Code Chapter 19.16.)
Under this ordinance, Berkeley
establishes ten energy or water conservation measures that residential
structures must incorporate. These include measures such as installing
ceiling insulation, certain water efficiency technologies to shower fixtures
and sink faucets and weatherstripping on all exterior doors. Berkeley
Municipal Code Chapter § 19.16.050(B). The ordinance requires the
seller to certify that some of these measures have been met prior to the
sale or exchange of any residential structure or unit. Berkeley Municipal
Code Chapter § 19.16.050(A).
Similarly, Berkeley’s Commercial
Buildings – Energy Conservation Measures requires commercial building
owners to conduct an energy audit of their building prior to the sale or
major renovation of the building and certify(?) that they have installed
energy conservation measures, regarding heating, cooling, water, and
lighting systems, among others. Berkeley Municipal Code Chapter §19.72.

x

Requiring new residential construction to meet specific energy efficiency
standards that go beyond those mandated by California law. For example,
the City of Rohnert Park recently enacted an ordinance establishing
minimum energy efficiency standards for all new low-rise residential
construction of any size, low-rise residential additions over a specific size
threshold and all residential and non-residential swimming pools and
water features. City of Rohnert Park Municipal Code Chapter 14 at §
14.01.010. The ordinance requires residential buildings to include Energy
Star appliances and that new and expanded residential structures meet
specific energy use standards City of Rohnert Park Municipal Code
Chapter 14 at §§ 14.02.050(A); 14.02.060;

x

Requiring that all new buildings be constructed to allow for future
installation of solar energy systems. In its Community Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Plan, the City of Arcata recommended that it adopt such
requirements. City of Arcata, Community Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Plan (Aug. 2006). Additionally, Chula Vista’s Energy Conservation
Regulations mandate that all new residential units include plumbing
specifically designed to allow later installation of systems that will rely on
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x

Adopting and implementing a Heat Island Mitigation Plan that requires
new residential buildings to have “cool roofs” with the highest
commercially available solar reflectance and thermal emittance and adopt
a program of building permit enforcement for re-roofing to ensure
compliance with existing state building code “cool roof” requirements for
non-residential buildings. Research shows that “cool roofs” can reduce
air-conditioning energy use between 10 and 50 percent (Akbari 2000);

x

Integrating renewable energy requirements into development and building
standards, such as requiring onsite solar generation of electricity in new
retail/commercial buildings and parking lots/garages (solar carports);

x

Adopting a resolution or ordinance that will require sources of renewable
energy, such as installing solar photovoltaic systems to generate electricity
for public buildings and operations 12 ; using methane to generate electricity
at the wastewater treatment plants; and installing combined heat and
power systems.

x

Requiring new residential developments to participate in the California
Energy Commission’s New Solar Homes Partnership and include onsite
solar photovoltaic systems in at least 50% of the residential units (see
http://www.gosolarcalifornia.ca.gov/nshp/index.html; See also California
Public Utilities Commission, New Solar Homes Partnership Guidebook,
Second Edition (July 2007);

x

Using Geographical Information Systems (GIS) to map and assess local
renewable resources, the electric and gas transmission and distribution
system, community growth areas anticipated to require new energy
services, and other data useful to deployment of renewable technologies;

x

Identifying possible sites for production of energy using local renewable
resources such as solar, wind, small hydro, biogas, and tidal and
evaluating potential land use, environmental, economic, and other
constraints affecting their development, and adopting measures to protect
those resources, such as utility easements, rights-of-way, and land setasides;

x

Offering incentives and investing in developments in hamlets and
underserved communities that would reduce vehicle miles traveled. For

12

Under the California Solar Initiative, the California Public Utilities Commission offers different
incentives to government agencies, as well as private businesses and residents, for installing certain types
of solar power systems. See California Public Utilities Commission, California Solar Initiative Program
Handbook (Jan. 2008), available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/puc/energy/solar/ (last visited April 7, 2008).
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x

Require an energy audit for County owned buildings and require
rehabilitation to make buildings more efficient, taking advantage of state
and federal funding programs for assistance.

I14-38
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Additional policies that can form the basis for development of specific implementation
measures are identified in CAPCOA’s “Model Polices for Greenhouse Gases in General
Plans” and the Institute for Local Government’s Best Practices Framework. 13
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CEQA requires the County to adopt all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the
Project’s significant impacts on climate change and energy consumption. Accordingly,
the RDEIR should be revised and recirculated to include specific and enforceable
measures to reduce Project energy consumption and resulting greenhouse gas emissions,
including the measures references above in the CAPCOA and Institute for Local
Government’s Best Practices Framework.
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G.

The RDEIR Fails to Properly Analyze and Mitigate Greenhouse Gas
Impacts

As the future land-use planning document for the County, general plan policies
and land use determinations have profound implications for global warming. The
California Air Resources Board has accurately called local governments “essential
partners” in implementing AB 32. 14 Leadership by local governments in improving land
use patterns and reducing greenhouse gases is a key component in solving the climate
crisis. Supporting smart growth style compact development is one of the most important
ways to achieve substantial reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. (Urban Land
Institute 2008). Addressing climate change through local planning documents also
provides other long term benefits to the local planning agency. Smart growth policies
that discourage sprawl not only reduce greenhouse gas emissions but also reduce the cost
of public services (Carruthers 2007), improve public health, allow for streamlining of
future environmental review through the method of tiering to a Program EIR (CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15064(h)(3), 15183.5), and facilitate compliance with state greenhouse gas
reduction requirements under the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB32) and Executive
Order S-03-05. 15 Unfortunately, the General Plan does not appear to take its obligation
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions seriously or seem to recognize the many fiscal and
quality of life benefits that result from improved land-use planning. We urge the County
13

CAPCOA, Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans (June 2009); Institute for Local
Government, CCAN Best Practices Framework (Feb. 2010), available at http://www.ca-ilg.org/node/1191.
14
CARB, Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan (Oct. 2008) 26-27.
15
See Anders et al, Applying California’s AB 32 Targets to the Regional Level: A Study of San Diego
County Greenhouse Gases and Reduction Strategies, 37 ENERGY POLICY 2831 (2009) (“Although the
largest reductions are achieved through state mandates, all measures, including at the local level, will be
required to achieve the AB 32 target.”)
3-1065
15

I14-41

Letter I14
to revisit the RDEIR’s greenhouse gas analysis and develop a climate action plan with a
legitimate emissions target, specific and enforceable mitigation and a robust monitoring
program.
1.

The RDEIR Does Not Sufficiently Explain How Emission
Estimates Are Derived

I14-41
cont'd
I14-42

The RDEIR states that vehicular emissions were calculated using estimates by the
Tulare County Association of Government’s vehicle miles travelled estimates for 2030.
However, it is unclear whether these estimates are tied to the actual land uses envisioned
under the General Plan. If not, the RDEIR should be revised to estimate VMT based on
the maximum allowable extent and location of growth permitted under the General Plan.
Absent this analysis, Project impacts cannot be accurately described and alternatives
accurately compared.
2.

Proposed Mitigation for the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Impacts
is Vague, Unenforceable, and Improperly Deferred

I14-43

While the RDEIR properly acknowledges that Project greenhouse gas impacts are
significant, it fails to adopt all feasible mitigation and alternatives to minimize this impact
as required under CEQA. Pub. Res. Code § 21002. Like its treatment of energy impacts,
mitigation for the full range of Project’s greenhouse gas impacts is improperly vague,
unenforceable and deferred. As recently set forth by the Court of Appeal in Communities
for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond, “the novelty of greenhouse gas mitigation
measures is one of the most important reasons ‘that mitigation measures timely be set
forth, that environmental information be complete and relevant, and that environmental
decisions be made in an accountable arena.’” 2010 Cal. App. LEXIS 571, 51-52 (Cal.
App. 1st Dist. Apr. 26, 2010) (citation omitted).
Rather than propose meaningful mitigation for the Project’s greenhouse gas
impacts in the RDEIR, the General Plan simply provides a policy that the County will
develop a climate action plan at some undetermined date that will inventory, mitigate and
monitor the County’s greenhouse gas emissions. (RDEIR at 3.4-38-39). No date is set
for completion of this plan, no mitigation target set, and no specific measures are
proposed. Notably, CBD raised this same concern over two years ago in comments on
the DEIR, which similarly called for the future development of a climate action. The
County had ample opportunity to develop and adopt a meaningful climate action plan
within that time period but has failed to do so. In invalidating an EIR for improperly
deferring mitigation of greenhouse gas impacts, the Court in Communities For a Better
Environment v. City of Richmond, held that the “solution was not to defer the
specification and adoption of mitigation measures until a year after Project approval; but,
rather, to defer approval of the Project until proposed mitigation measures were fully
developed, clearly defined, and made available to the public and interested agencies for
review and comment.” 2010 Cal. App. LEXIS 571 (Cal. App. 1st Dist. Apr. 26, 2010).
Indeed, were the Climate Action Plan to be developed after general plan approval as
currently contemplated, land uses would be locked in that could frustrate attainment of
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emission reduction objectives. The time to analyze and commit to sustainable, lowcarbon growth is when the General Plan is developed, not after.

I14-44
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Additionally, AQ-1.7 only states that the County will support statewide global
warming solutions and monitor ARB’s efforts to develop global warming mitigation for
local governments to implement as part of AB 32. However, there is no implementation
measure associated with this policy. Further, this policy overlooks the fact that
independent of ARB, the County as a local lead agency has a duty under CEQA to
mitigate direct and indirect impacts from projects in its jurisdiction.
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3.

The Proposed Climate Action Plan Sets an Improper Target
and Fails to Contain Meaningful Policies and Mitigation

I14-46

Documents released by the County include a Draft Climate Action Plan (CAP)
wherein the County asserts it will adopt the CAP “in close proximity and subsequent to
the adoption of the General Plan Update.” As set forth above, the CAP must be
developed and adopted concurrently with the General Plan to conform with CEQA. In
addition, the CAP itself falls far short of a plan that could be used for streamlining CEQA
review of project-level GHG impacts. (See Guidelines §§ 15064(h)(3), 15183.5.) In
particular, the Plan’s emission reduction target is not supported by substantial evidence
and contrary to available guidance on this issue. Moreover, proposed mitigation
measures are deferred and unenforceable. A revised CAP should be recirculated that
meets the standards of new CEQA Guideline § 15183.5, which sets specific criteria for
climate action plans, and available guidance. The County should also consider Climate
Action Plan resources developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) that can be applied statewide.
a.

The Proposed Greenhouse Gas Reduction Target is
Fatally Flawed

The CAP states that its emission reduction objective “must be set at a level that
demonstrates consistency with State targets, but should be feasible for the vast majority
of projects to achieve.” (CAP at 4.) As set forth in the CEQA Greenhouse Gas
Guidelines adopted by the Resources Agency, the target for a greenhouse gas reduction
plan is the “level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively
considerable.” (Guideline § 15183.5.) In other words, the relevant consideration in
setting a greenhouse gas target is scientific evidence demonstrating that the target is
sufficient to ensure projects compliant with the plan will not have a cumulative impact,
not that the target is set at a level to allow the “vast majority” of projects to demonstrate
consistency.
The CAP’s proposed 29 percent below business as usual emissions reduction
target is flawed on numerous grounds. (CAP at 12). First, the CAP’s assertion that this
target is based on guidance by SJVAPCD and BAAQMD is incorrect. Guidance
proposed by SJVAPCD was limited to industrial, residential and commercial projects, not
general plans. It also must be noted that the Attorney General opined that the 29% below
3-1067
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business as usual threshold proposed by SJVAPCD “will not withstand legal scrutiny.”16
The CAP also mistakenly asserts that BAAQMD developed a 28% below business as
usual target for general plan. Emission reduction targets for climate action plans
identified by BAAQMD for 2020 are 6.6 tons of emissions per capita, a 15 percent
decrease from current levels, or reaching 1990 levels. 17 Because the guidance is based
on statewide objectives, it is applicable to the Tulare County General Plan Update. Here,
the General Plan falls far short of all of these metrics. Emissions per capita for 2030 are
27.4 tons not 6.6 (a number based on 2020 goals, not 2030, which would be lower).
Total County emissions by 2030 are 6,105,480 tons, a 20% increase from current levels.
While the CAP claims that simply calling for a 6% reduction in emissions from new
development from an undefined base case scenario is insufficient to ensure the County is
consistent with California’s emission reduction objectives, the high per capita emissions
and overall increase in emissions from current levels demonstrates otherwise and
unmasks the inherent gamesmanship and illegitimacy of the County’s significance
criteria.
b.

The CAP Fails to Properly Identify and Analyze
Emissions Resulting from Specific Actions or Categories
of Actions

Not only is the use of a 29% below business as usual target without evidentiary
support, but, in calculating the County’s role in meeting this target, it improperly takes
credit for a range of state action that has not yet been realized. As set forth in BAAQMD
guidance, a climate action plan “should identify and analyze GHG reductions from
anticipated actions in order to understand the amount of reductions needed to meet its
target.” 18 Rather than do so, the CAP simply asserts that implementation of state
measures will result in a 24.2 percent reduction in County emissions. As many of these
state measures have not been adopted or specified, and their application to County
activities is unclear, there is simply no evidence to support this blanket assertion. While
it is appropriate for a CAP to account for state action, this should only be for measures,
such as Pavely vehicle mile standards, where there a sufficient level of certainty that the
measure will occur and specificity to understand its effect on local GHG emissions. 19
Properly analyzing the extent to which state action will reduce emissions generated
locally is critical to understanding additional action that will be needed by local
government.
A clear understanding of the potential gap between the results of state action and
the County’s emission reduction targets underscores the importance of analyzing climate
impacts and alternative development scenarios in the General Plan itself, rather than defer
this analysis to a later date. Because the climate action plan would be adopted after

16

Letter from Attorney General to SJVAPCD re: Final Draft Staff Report on Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under CEQA, Nov. 4, 2009.
17
BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of Significance, May 3, 2010.
18
BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2010 at 4-10.
19
BAAQMD, GHG Plan Level Quantification Guidance, April 15, 2010.
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approval of the general plan, it is severely limited in its ability to reduce emissions from
the transportation sector through better land use planning.
c.

The CAP Does Not Contain Specific Measures That
Would Collectively Achieve the Target Emissions Level

I14-48
cont'd
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Because the CAP simply incorporates the same set of aspirational and nonbinding measures listed in the General Plan, it fails to demonstrate that implementation
will result in emissions reductions. Indeed, the CAP does not appear to have a single
binding measure that would function to reduce community emissions. As set forth above,
there is a vast array of potential measures, such as requiring on-site renewables for
projects above a certain number of units, green building standards, and policies
prohibiting leapfrog development that can significant reduce community emissions.
Many of these measures are incorporated in CBD’s original comments on the DEIR for
the General Plan and are herein incorporated by reference.
d.

The CAP’s Proposal to Monitor Progress is Inadequate

I14-50

As set forth in Guideline § 15183.5, it is critical that a CAP establish a
mechanism to monitor progress toward its emission target, and to require amendment if
that target is not reached. While the CAP states it will develop benchmarks, the
mitigation monitoring and reporting lacks specificity and any assurance that it will not be
immediately disregarded. For example, BAAQMD Guidance recommends that a CAP
should, among other things, identify the department and lead staff in charge of oversight
and provide an integrated timeline of implementation of measures. 20 This level of
specificity is entirely absent from the Tulare County CAP.
H.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Noise Impacts
Adequately

I14-51

The County’s policy to discourage the intrusion into existing urban areas of new
incompatible land uses that produce significant noise, odors, or fumes (LU-1.3) does not
include implementation measures designed to address the impact of development that
occurs within city limits that intrudes upon county residential areas.
I.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Hydrology, Water
Quality and Drainage Impacts Adequately
1.

Impact 3.6-1: Water Quality

The RDEIR wrongly concludes that adoption of the current draft Update to the
General Plan will have a “less than significant” impact on water quality and compliance
with water quality standards in the County. 21 The RDEIR largely ignores the fact that
extensive groundwater contamination problems already exist and even goes so far as to
20
21

BAAQMD, GHG Plan Level Quantification Guidance, April 15, 2010 at 16.
RDEIR, § 3.6, pp.37-40.
3-1069
19

I14-52

Letter I14
downplay the significance of these problems, stating that “high TDS, nitrate, arsenic, and
organic compounds such as herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers, as well as instances of
radiological parameters such as uranium and radium 228 . . . are not of significant
concern across most of the sub-basins” of the County. 22 This is in direct contradiction to
the Background Report, which documents substantial groundwater contamination in
every major watershed in the County. 23 The current draft Update to the General Plan
does little to address the fact that existing communities throughout the County already
suffer from degraded groundwater resources, and it is substantially likely that ignoring
this problem will only exacerbate it. If the County does not acknowledge and address
existing groundwater contamination in its land use planning and land and water
policymaking, these problems will only intensify, especially as new development places
increasing strain on an ever-lowering water table, intensifying contaminant
concentrations and competition for those aquifers that remain potable. 24 As the
Background Report observes, many water purveyors solve their water contamination
problems by “shifting to another area where water quality problems are absent.” 25
Another coping method used by many water providers in the County is to dig deeper
wells, but frequently this just means a water system trades a nitrate contamination
problem for an arsenic contamination problem. 26 Thus, a significant environmental
impact of adopting the Update to the General Plan as drafted is the substantial likelihood
that existing County residents will continue to suffer from degraded water quality, that
more and more County residents will be negatively affected by contaminated
groundwater as time progresses, and that water purveyors will continue to supply water
that does not comply with federal and state safe drinking water standards.

22

RDEIR, p.3.6-27 (emphasis added).
See Background Report, Appendix C, p.7 (observing that in the Kings River Watershed, “there are no
communities which are not impacted” by contamination problems, including the residual effects of nowbanned fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides); p.10 (noting that portions of the central valley floor within
the Kaweah River Watershed suffer from “man-induced contamination[,]” namely, “nematodecides such as
DBCP, herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers . . . [and] industrial chemicals such as dry cleaning solvents and
petroleum fuels” and that “petroleum hydrocarbon contamination . . . has further impacted the availability
of groundwater for consumptive purposes in numerous locations”) (emphasis added); pp.13-14 (noting that
“the Tule River Watershed contains the highest population of individuals impacted with lower quality
groundwater of any area within the County” and that “[t]he number of wells constructed in [the Lindsay]
area which have been successfully designed to avoid groundwater contamination containing [chlorides,
nitrates and DBCP] are limited”); pp.17-18 (noting the “unacceptable conditions” of groundwater quality in
various locations throughout the Deer Creek/White River Watershed, including nitrates, phenols, salts,
arsenic, microsand, hydrogen sulfide, methane and natural gas, which “aggravate[e] the capability to
deliver a potable water supply” in “many” wells); see also Background Report, Appendix C, p.7 (noting
that Three Rivers in the Foothill Mountain Region currently experiences water quality problems that are
“bacteriological, viral, and pathogenic in nature” and that consumption is only “tolerable” for “single
family dwellings” that are “equipped with point of entry water treatment units”).
24
Background Report, Appendix C, p.11.
25
Background Report, Appendix C, p.10.
26
See, e.g., Background Report, Appendix C, p.18 (noting that the “common approach” is to drill and
develop new wells “ with the design capability to select water from identified aquifers meeting current
drinking water standards” but that “quantities . . . are limited under this paradigm, as taking water from too
shallow of a zone, or too deep a zone, results in significant diminishment of the quality to be delivered”).
23
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The County can take steps to mitigate these negative environmental impacts by
amending existing plan policies and drafting additional new plan policies, as follows:
a.

Protecting Public Health

I14-52
cont'd
I14-53

As drafted, the Plan Update fails to articulate that access to clean, safe, and
affordable drinking water is an important goal for the County. Safe drinking water is
fundamental to human survival, and as the Background Report documents extensively,
many County residents currently lack access to a potable water supply in their homes.
For the most part, those same residents are among the County’s most economically
disadvantaged, and yet they pay disproportionately high water bills for water that is not
safe to drink. 27 Although the County government is not directly responsible for serving
water to most areas of the County, it should at minimum acknowledge in its General Plan
that the provision of safe, affordable drinking water to every County resident is an
important County goal. The Plan Update currently contains an implementation measure
(Chapter 11, Water Resources, Implementation Measure 20) that serves as an excellent
blueprint for a new policy emphasizing the importance of securing clean, safe, and
affordable water for all County residents. Building on IM 20, the County should add a
new policy to the Plan Update, as follows:
WR-__: Potable, Cost-Efficient Drinking Water
The County will support water purveyors, other public agencies, schools, IRWMPs, nonprofit organizations and community-based groups in their efforts to secure an adequate,
potable, and cost-efficient drinking water supply to sustain a high quality of life,
especially in unincorporated areas.

WR-2.6: Degraded Water Resources – Widespread groundwater contamination
throughout the County constitutes an immediate public health threat, especially in
disadvantaged communities located in unincorporated areas, where some of the County’s
most vulnerable residents cannot afford to buy alternative sources of drinking water. As
drafted, WR-2.6 does not demonstrate an affirmative desire by the County to help
alleviate this public health crisis by developing both short-term and long-term solutions.
WR-2.6 should therefore be amended as follows:

I14-54

The County shall encourage and support the identification of degraded surface water and
groundwater resources, facilitate interim solutions, and promote require restoration where
appropriate possible.

Implementation Measure 20 should also be expanded to implement this newly revised
WR-2.6 (Degraded Water Resources), and the suggested new policy above, WR-__
(Potable, Cost-Efficient Drinking Water), as follows:

27

Residents in many communities pay as much as 10% of their household income for water alone. The
EPA recommends that 1-1.5% of household income is affordable. See U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Information for States on Developing Affordability Criteria for Drinking Water, at
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/smallsystems/afforddh.html.
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The County will support TCAG's Regional Blueprint efforts to provide an adequate,
potable, cost-efficient, and realizable water supply to sustain a high quality of life. In
areas with degraded water quality, the County shall help facilitate interim safe drinking
water solutions, especially in unincorporated areas and disadvantaged communities where
contaminated water constitutes an immediate public health emergency.

I14-55
cont'd

WR-2.6 also needs a new implementation measure that provides a framework for
restoring contaminated aquifers.
The County should add the following new
implementation measure for WR-2.6 to Chapter 11, Water Resources:

I14-56

The County shall work with the Regional Board to develop programs to restore
contaminated aquifers, such as treating water pumped from the aquifer and recharging
aquifers with uncontaminated water to dilute contaminant levels.

b.

Helping Unincorporated Areas

I14-57

As the sole representative for unincorporated communities, the County has a
particular responsibility to help address the needs of residents in these areas. The County
should acknowledge this special responsibility in the General Plan Update in the
following policies:
WR-1.8: Groundwater Basin Management – It is important not just that the
County take an active role in groundwater basin management, but that it ensure that the
needs of disadvantaged communities and hamlets are taken into account in these
processes. WR-1.8 should be amended to reflect this responsibility as follows:
The County shall take an active role in cooperating in the management of the County’s
groundwater resources and shall ensure that these groundwater management efforts take
into account the needs of unincorporated communities.

WR-3.2: Develop an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan – Pursuant
to its special responsibility to residents of unincorporated areas, the County should ensure
that local IRWMP efforts include and address the needs of disadvantaged communities
and hamlets. Thus, WR-3.2 should be amended to include such language:
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The County will participate with other agencies and organizations that share water
management responsibilities in the County to enhance modeling, data collection,
reporting and public outreach efforts to support the development and implementation of
appropriate Integrated Regional Water Management Plans (IRWMPs) within the County.
The County shall ensure that local IRWMP efforts include and address the needs of
residential water users in unincorporated communities.

Likewise, Implementation Measure 18 should be amended as follows:
The County will participate in Integrated Regional Water Management Plans and ensure
that all areas of the County are included.

3-1072
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c.

Contamination Prevention

I14-60

The current draft Update to the General Plan’s policies and implementation
measures retain a myopic focus on soil erosion as the sole source of water contamination,
largely ignoring the primary sources of groundwater contamination in this County: the
application of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers to agricultural crops, improper
disposal of dairy waste and industrial chemicals such as petroleum fuels and dry cleaning
solvents, and leaking septic systems. 28
WR-2.3: Best Management Practices (BMPs) – As written, this policy appears
to apply a much more stringent standard to construction activities and urban runoff than
WR-2.7 (Industrial and Agricultural Sources) applies to other potential sources of surface
and groundwater contamination, such as dairies and food processing facilities. The
County should ensure that all land uses that are significant sources of non-point source
pollution are implementing best management practices and mitigation measures, not just
construction and urban runoff. Therefore, WR-2.3 should be amended as follows:
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The County shall, in coordination with the Water Quality Control Board, continue to
require the use of feasible BMPs and other mitigation measures designed to protect
surface water and groundwater from the adverse effects of construction activities and
urban runoff in coordination with the Water Quality Control Board land uses that are
potential sources of non-point source pollution, including construction activities, urban
runoff, and agricultural and industrial concerns.

WR-2.1: Protect Water Quality – This policy is appropriately expansive,
acknowledging the water contamination risks associated with the “discharge of
potentially harmful substances” and “ground leaching from storage of . . . wastes[,]” but
WR-2.1’s implementing measures deal exclusively with soil erosion from new
development. This is true of WR-2.6 (Best Management Practices) as well. WR-2.1 and
WR-2.6 need additional implementation measures that will help protect groundwater
from the discharge of harmful substances (e.g., excessive fertilizer application) or the
leaching of wastes (e.g., dairies) through Best Management Practices and mitigation
measures. Therefore, the County should add the following new implementation measure
to Chapter 11, Water Resources, to implement WR-2.1 and WR-2.6:
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The County shall work with the Regional Board to protect groundwater from the
discharge of harmful substances or the leaching of wastes, such as by requiring Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures from industrial and agricultural
concerns.

The County should also clarify that Implementation Measure 24 also implements
WR-2.1 (Protect Water Quality) explicitly. (IM 24 is currently listed as implementing
only WR-3.9 (Critical Water Supply Areas).) This is a good implementation measure
that opens the door to County regulation (prohibition) of land uses “with the potential to

28

See Background Report, Appendix C, pp. 7, 10.
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discharge harmful pollutants” or otherwise degrade water quality, so the Update to the
General Plan should explicitly link it to WR-2.1.
d.

Water Quality
Designation

Monitoring,

Data

Collection,

&

I14-63
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More data on groundwater quality throughout the County are desperately needed
in order to make informed water and land use policy decisions.
WR-1.2: Groundwater Monitoring – This is a good policy, as it will help
ensure that potentially polluting entities identify possible sources of groundwater
contamination before the problem becomes widespread, and the information generated by
such monitoring will contribute toward and increase the County’s available groundwater
quality data. WR-1.2 is weakened by the current language of Implementation Measure 5,
however. Rather than just directing the County to “develop groundwater-monitoring
partnerships with local groundwater users and developers[,]” IM 5 should also build on
WR-1.2’s language regarding linking project approvals to the collection of groundwater
monitoring data. For example, IM 5 could be amended to read as follows:
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The County shall encourage active participation by local stakeholders, and develop
groundwater-monitoring partnerships with local groundwater users and developers., and
impose monitoring requirements, such as participation in county groundwater monitoring
programs, as a permit condition for projects identified as potentially impacting
groundwater or surface water.

WR-1.7: Collection of Additional Groundwater Information – This policy is
important, because we need to develop more comprehensive data regarding both water
supply and water quality for all regions of the County in order to make informed land use
decisions. To this end, the County should require all new supply wells, for both
residential and agricultural uses, to test for priority contaminants. Implementation
Measure 8 should be amended as follows to include this requirement:

I14-66

The County shall encourage responsible agencies and organizations to install and monitor
additional groundwater monitoring wells in areas where data gaps exist. County staff
shall also adopt an ordinance requiring, as a condition of permit approval, that all newly
constructed private wells test for priority contaminants, as determined by the
Environmental Health Department.

WR-2.9: Private Wells – This is a very good policy, but it needs additional
implementation measures. First, even properly-constructed private wells need ongoing
maintenance and monitoring, so Implementation Measure 9 should be amended as
follows:
The County will research the development of an education program to inform
homeowners in the Valley and Mountain areas regarding water quality concerns. The
County shall also work with local community groups to provide assistance and guidance
to private well owners on well construction, monitoring, treatment, protection, and
rehabilitation.
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Second, the Plan Update should also address proper abandonment of unused or “dry”
wells, which are known vectors of groundwater contamination that threaten public health
and both public and private groundwater supplies. To this end, Implementation Measure
17 should be amended as follows:
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The County shall amend the well ordinance to require deeper seals in areas of known
contaminants. The County shall also identify and direct the proper abandonment of
unused wells.

WR-3.9: Establish Critical Water Supply Areas – This is a very good policy,
as formal designation is an important precursor to protecting vulnerable areas and
ultimately restoring them, where possible. However, the County should amend this
policy to expand its coverage to include (or clarify that it does in fact already encompass)
areas that have degraded groundwater quality, regardless of whether those areas do or do
not currently supply a community or municipality with drinking water. Groundwater
contamination is not static: contaminated areas are a threat to those areas that still contain
good-quality groundwater, as human-induced groundwater contaminants are known to
spread and drift. Furthermore, formal designation will contribute positively toward
future water and land use planning, as regions with contaminated groundwater should not
be targeted for land uses that must rely on clean water, such as residential development.
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To the extent that the County has intended to create two separate regulatory
regimes for vulnerable water quantity areas on the one hand (pursuant to WR-3.9), and
vulnerable water quality areas on the other hand (pursuant to WR-2.6, Degraded Water
Resources), this is a misguided approach. Issues related to water quality and water
quantity are frequently intertwined, especially in the context of drinking water, and it
does not make administrative or institutional sense for the County to bifurcate
designation and regulation of vulnerable and compromised areas according to whether
the vulnerability centers around quantity versus quality. Rather, pursuant to WR-3.9, the
County should move forward with designating all areas that are “critical” to supplying a
sufficient quantity of safe drinking water, including mapping and labeling areas of the
County with known groundwater contamination and designating those areas for special
treatment. Once such areas are designated, the County should institute protective
measures for the health and safety of current water users and precautions against further
contamination, such as restricting land uses and requiring best management practices in
designated areas, particularly when communities rely on that aquifer for drinking water.
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To clarify this, the County should amend WR-3.9 as follows:
The County shall designate Critical Water Supply Areas to include the specific areas used
by a municipality or community for its water supply system, areas critical to groundwater
recharge, and other areas possessing a vital role in the management of the water resources
in the County, including areas suffering from degraded groundwater quality.

Implementation Measure 24 should likewise be amended to implement this expansive
purpose of WR-3.9 designation (which is not just to protect and facilitate groundwater
recharge, but also to protect the quality of drinking water supplies). Since we are
recommending several amendments to IM 24 based on several different comments to
3-1075
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several different plan policies in this joint letter, for clarity, our recommended additions
to IM 24 that are relevant to this comment are highlighted below in bold, in order to
distinguish from our recommended additions to IM 24 discussed in later comments:
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The County shall protect groundwater recharge areas in the County by carefully
regulating the type of development within these areas, and the County shall protect
designated Critical Water Supply Areas in the County, especially where an aquifer
is used to supply drinking water to residential users, by carefully regulating land
uses within these areas to protect water quality. Regulations may include, but are not
limited to, the limitation of structural coverage and impervious surfaces, imposition of
Best Management Practices requirements, and prohibition of uses with the potential to
discharge harmful pollutants, increase erosion, or create other impacts degrading water
quality or affecting groundwater supply. The County shall also encourage the
development of joint-use projects, where groundwater recharge areas serve a dual
purpose as parks or recreation areas, especially in unincorporated communities and
hamlets.

2.

Impact 3.6-2: Groundwater Supply

I14-72

The RDEIR wrongly concludes that adoption of the current draft Update to the
General Plan will have a “significant but unavoidable” impact on groundwater supply. 29
The current draft Update to the General Plan envisions new development in the County,
including substantial conversion from agricultural to urban land use, and the RDEIR
acknowledges that this will have a significant, detrimental environmental impact on
current groundwater supply in the County. The RDEIR is wrong in concluding that this
impact is unavoidable, however. The current draft Update to the General Plan does not
include sufficient policies to mitigate these impacts, but such policies are possible. The
County can better mitigate the significant impacts of future development and land use
conversion by amending existing plan policies and drafting additional new plan policies,
as follows:
a.

Reversing Overdraft

I14-73

Groundwater overdraft is a serious problem in Tulare County that we cannot
afford to ignore, so the County’s policies on groundwater withdrawals (WR-1.1) and
water conservation (WR-3.6) are extremely important. As currently drafted, however,
these policies and their implementing measures are insufficient. The County needs to add
an additional policy to the Plan Update specifically addressing conditions of overdraft,
with corresponding implementation measures that will lead to meaningful regulation of
all significant groundwater extraction in those areas of the County that are known to be
experiencing overdraft.
At minimum, the County should develop an ordinance regulating all new
development in overdraft areas, namely, imposing impact fees and requiring effective
mitigation measures for groundwater extraction as a condition for permit approval. The
County should especially impose such requirements where land is converted from
29

RDEIR, § 3.6, pp.37, 40-47.
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agricultural to urban use, as this conversion carries the risk of increasing groundwater
overdraft. Section 16.54 of the City of Visalia’s Municipal Code, namely, the City of
Visalia Water Resource Management and Groundwater Overdraft Mitigation Fee
Ordinance, can be used as a model for a similar ordinance by the County.

I14-74

The County should also take the initiative to regulate existing groundwater users
in overdraft areas, however, because even if groundwater overdraft were merely to
continue at its current pace due to existing consumption patterns by existing users, the
County is facing a severe water shortage crisis in the future and placing the future health
and safety of County residents at risk. Specifically, the County should develop an
ordinance requiring private well owners in overdraft areas to adopt water efficiency
measures and/or pay a volumetric mitigation fee to fund water efficiency and recharge
projects to help mitigate the impacts of groundwater overdraft in disadvantaged
communities. Again, the City of Visalia’s overdraft mitigation ordinance can serve as a
useful starting point in drafting such an ordinance.

I14-75

The County should thus adopt a new policy along the following lines:
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WR-__: Groundwater Overdraft
The County shall regulate those areas of the County where groundwater extraction
exceeds groundwater recharge, with the goal of reducing and ultimately reversing
groundwater overdraft conditions in these areas.

The County should also adopt a corresponding new implementation measure for
this new policy to Chapter 11, Water Resources:
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County staff shall develop an ordinance imposing impact fees and requiring effective
groundwater extraction mitigation measures as a condition for project approval in areas
of known overdraft. New land uses that result in increased groundwater extraction will
be restricted unless there is a clear demonstration that these impacts can be mitigated.
County staff shall also adopt an ordinance imposing a volumetric impact mitigation fee
on existing private well owners in areas of known overdraft. Such fees could be reduced
in exchange for the adoption of effective mitigation measures. Proceeds from impact fees
for both ordinances shall be used to fund water efficiency and recharge projects in
disadvantaged communities.

WR-3.6: Water Use Efficiency – With respect to those areas of the County that
are not currently experiencing overdraft conditions, WR-3.6 and Implementation
Measure 10 provide a solid framework for helping to prevent overdraft conditions from
spreading through a combination of public education, regulation, and incentive-based
programs to achieve water conservation. As currently drafted, however, IM 10’s
reference to incentives is confusing, if not meaningless, and it unnecessarily isolates
incentive-based programs to new development, when existing groundwater users could
clearly benefit from incentive-based programs as well. (Effective water conservation will
require cooperation among all stakeholders, most of whom are existing water users.)
Therefore, IM 10 should be amended to add the following language, which helps clarify
that all categories of existing groundwater users are encouraged to engage in conservation
measures:
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The County shall incorporate provisions, including evaluating incentives, for the use of
reclaimed wastewater, water conserving appliances, drought tolerant landscaping, and
other water conservation techniques into the County’s building, zoning, and subdivision
ordinances. The County shall also develop incentive-based programs and provide
assistance to existing agricultural, industrial, and residential water users to implement
conservation measures and technologies, such as water meters.

I14-78
cont'd

WR-1.1: Groundwater Withdrawal – We note that WR-1.1 appears to have a
typographical error – “migrate” should be replaced with “mitigate”, as follows:
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The County shall cooperate with water agencies and management agencies during land
development processes to help promote an adequate, safe, and economically viable
groundwater supply for existing and future development within the County. These actions
shall be intended to help the County migrate mitigate the potential impact on ground
water resources identified during planning and approval processes.

WR-3.1: Develop Additional Water Sources – We appreciate the modifications
the County has made to this policy, which now acknowledges the importance of recharge
and infiltration as a component of County-wide water conservation initiatives. This
policy should be paired with a win-win implementation measure that encourages the
development of joint-use projects, where recharge areas can serve a dual purpose as parks
or recreation areas, especially in unincorporated communities and hamlets that currently
lack such communal spaces for neighborhood children and families. This language can
be added easily to the end of Implementation Measure 24. Since we are recommending
several amendments to IM 24 based on several different comments to several different
plan policies, for clarity, our recommended additions to IM 24 that are relevant to this
comment are highlighted below in bold, in order to distinguish from our recommended
additions to IM 24 discussed in preceding comments:
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The County shall protect groundwater recharge areas in the County by carefully
regulating the type of development within these areas, and the County shall protect
designated Critical Water Supply Areas in the County, especially where an aquifer is
used to supply drinking water to residential users, by carefully regulating land uses within
these areas to protect water quality. Regulations may include, but are not limited to, the
limitation of structural coverage and impervious surfaces, imposition of Best
Management Practices requirements, and prohibition of uses with the potential to
discharge harmful pollutants, increase erosion, or create other impacts degrading water
quality or affecting groundwater supply. The County shall also encourage the
development of joint-use projects, where groundwater recharge areas serve a dual
purpose as parks or recreation areas, especially in unincorporated communities and
hamlets.

WR-1.3: Water Export Outside County – This policy should be drafted as
restrictively as possible, because Tulare County already suffers from water supply
shortages. To this end, Implementation Measure 1, which implements WR-1.3, should
remain obligatory for the County and should include a time limit on groundwater export
contracts so that these contracts can be reviewed periodically:
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County staff shall develop an ordinance that will regulate the permanent extraction and
exportation of groundwater from Tulare County. The ordinance will set up a permit
process for groundwater export, which permits shall be valid for no more than ten years
and subject to de novo review prior to renewal. Conditions considered for this permit
will include . . . [conditions omitted here to save space].

I14-81
cont'd

WR-3.12: Joint Water Projects with Neighboring Counties – New water
contracts and new canals and pipelines are certainly necessary to develop supply, but
joint initiatives with neighboring counties should also prioritize conservation and
groundwater recharge, which are important aspects of matching supply with demand,
especially as the population in the San Joaquin Valley grows. WR-3.12 should be
amended to acknowledge this:
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Tulare County will work with neighboring counties to promote development of joint
water projects, such as a cross-valley canal, and other efforts to expand water supply,
including conservation measures.

WR-1.4: Conversion of Agricultural Water Resources (& WR-3.3 Adequate
Water Availability) – In its latest revisions to the Update to the General Plan, the
County has made changes to WR-1.4 that muddle its meaning. WR-1.4 should be
amended for greater strength and clarity, as follows:
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For new urban development, the County shall discourage restrict the transfer of water
used for agricultural purposes (within the prior ten years) for domestic consumption
unless certain conditions are met, including but not limited to the following:
x The water remaining for the agricultural operation is sufficient to maintain the land
as an economically viable agricultural use, and
x The reduction in infiltration from agricultural activities as a source of groundwater
recharge will not significantly impact the groundwater basin.

Changing “discourage” to “restrict” will make this important policy much more effective
and meaningful in terms of mitigating groundwater overdraft in the County.
Both WR-1.4 and WR-3.3 will help ensure that adequate water supplies are
maintained for existing communities and land uses, first and foremost, and that our
County remains agricultural, but they need an effective implementation measure. To
achieve this purpose, Implementation Measure 19, which currently implements only WR3.3, should be expanded to incorporate WR-1.4’s conditions (and implement WR-1.4), as
follows:
The County shall adopt an ordinance to require new development proposals to provide a
Will-Serve letter as part of the application process and suitable evidence of long-term
water availability, namely, at least twenty years of supply, prior to approval of the
tentative map or other entitlement. Water used for agricultural purposes within the prior
ten years will not be considered available unless each of the following conditions are met:
(1) the water remaining for the agricultural operation is sufficient to maintain the land as
an economically viable agricultural use, and (2) the reduction in infiltration from
agricultural activities as a source of groundwater recharge will not significantly impact
the groundwater basin. For subdivisions proposing to use well water, the new ordinance
shall evaluate current waiver provisions and evaluate well pump test requirements to
demonstrate water supply capabilities.
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This change will strengthen and better implement both policies (WR-1.4 and WR-3.3).
b.

Public Education and Outreach

I14-84
cont'd
I14-85

WR-3.8: Educational Programs – This is an important policy, but it should be
clarified that these educational programs will be directed at agricultural and industrial
water users in addition to residential water users, because all stakeholders in the county
will need to engage in behavioral changes in order for efforts at water conservation and
water quality restoration to be effective. Additionally, WR-3.8 conflicts with its
implementation measure (#23), because the policy suggests the County will merely play a
supportive role, encouraging other agencies to develop educational programs, while the
implementing measure suggests the County itself will take the lead in developing such
programs. The policy should be amended to resolve this inconsistency in favor of shared
responsibility. Finally, although we appreciate the County’s efforts to expand this policy
to incorporate public education on water quality issues in its latest revisions to the Plan
Update, as currently drafted the policy is somewhat confusing on this point. Therefore,
WR-3.8 should be amended as follows:
The County shall develop encourage the development of educational programs, in
cooperation with both by water purveyors, other and public agencies, and communitybased groups, in order to increase public awareness among residential, agricultural, and
industrial water users regarding of water conservation and groundwater protection
opportunities and the potential benefits of implementing conservation measures and
programs including water quality protection measures.

Implementation Measure 23, which implements WR-3.8, is a great start but should be
expanded slightly. There are feasible measures that can be taken to protect our water
supplies in the County and ensure clean water into the future, and these should be
articulated here. Furthermore, public education efforts are useless if the information is
not conveyed in a language that the intended recipients can understand. Therefore, IM 23
should be amended as follows:
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The County shall develop an education program to inform residents of water conservation
and contamination prevention techniques, such as wellhead protection, proper fertilizer
application, and septic maintenance, and the importance of water quality and adequate
water supplies. Programs may include informational flyers, community workshops,
technology transfer fairs, and other various means of education and information
dissemination. Outreach and communications shall be conveyed in both English and
Spanish, and other languages where appropriate.

3.

Impact 3.6-4: Storm Water Drainage

The RDEIR wrongly concludes that adoption of the current draft Update to the
General Plan will have a “less than significant” impact on the capacity of storm water
drainage systems in the County. 30 The RDEIR largely ignores the fact, acknowledged in
the Background Report, that many unincorporated communities currently suffer from
30

RDEIR, § 3.6, pp.37, 50-52.
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inadequate storm water drainage infrastructure that leads to extensive flooding in streets,
parking lots, schools, homes and businesses during the rainy season. 31 Given that
existing runoff from existing development already exceeds the drainage capacity of these
communities, new development pursuant to the Update to the General Plan cannot but
further worsen this problem by contributing to runoff. Furthermore, the current draft
Update to the General Plan does little to address the fact that existing communities
throughout the County already suffer from storm water drainage problems, and it is
substantially likely that ignoring this problem will only exacerbate it, even if no further
development takes place within these drainage-troubled areas. Thus, a significant
environmental impact of adopting the Update to the General Plan as drafted is the
substantial likelihood that existing County residents will continue to suffer from flooding
caused by insufficient storm water drainage infrastructure and that increasing numbers of
County residents will be negatively affected by drainage problems as time progresses.

I14-87
cont'd

The County can take steps to mitigate this negative environmental impact by
amending existing plan policies and drafting additional new implementation measures
that address existing drainage problems, as follows:

I14-88

PFS-4.1: Stormwater Management Plans – This is an important policy, but as
drafted it lacks any real meaning or strength, so it should be revised as follows:
The County shall consider the preparation and adoption of prepare and adopt stormwater
management plans for communities and hamlets to reduce flood risk, protect soils from
erosion, control stormwater, and minimize impacts on existing drainage facilities, and
develop funding mechanisms.

Furthermore, this policy lacks any implementation measures. The County should add the
following new implementation measures to Chapter 14, Public Facilities and Services, to
implement PFS-4.1:
The County Resource Management Agency shall identify flooding problems in
unincorporated communities and hamlets and seek funding from federal and state
agencies.

31

Background Report, Chapter 7, p.55 (noting that “[m]any of the unincorporated small communities have
no underground drainage infrastructure, leaving only surface drainage which is more subject to flooding,
and/or not properly functioning due to little or nonexistent facility maintenance”); p.62 (noting that
“development that occurred prior to 1972 generally does not have storm drainage infrastructure installed, as
is the case for most unincorporated areas of the County[,]” and that “[t]his has led to a need to improve
such areas that lack drainage”) (emphasis added); see RDEIR, § 3.6, p. 33 (noting that “[l]ocalized drainage
issues occur throughout the County,” that levees have been placed throughout the county to increase
available land for agriculture and that these levees “rarely meet current standards for flood protection[,]”
that there are “locations where homes or other urban development occurs behind agricultural levees,” that
“those areas are likely to experience drainage issues as flood waters are held behind the levee, unable to
drain to the river[,]” but concluding that “prevention of development in affected areas has been found to be
more effective than fixing such problems through larger levees” – i.e., concluding that it’s more effective to
prevent further development in those troubled areas than to solve the levee problem for existing
communities in such areas); see also RDEIR, § 3.6, pp.28, 50-52.
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The County shall prioritize existing communities and hamlets suffering from flooding
and storm water drainage problems for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
project development and funding, which is overseen by the Community Development and
Redevelopment Division of the County Resource Management Agency.

I14-89
cont'd

The County shall cooperate with water and irrigation districts and unincorporated
communities and hamlets that have storm water drainage problems to develop projects to
address these issues.

J.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Public Services and
Utilities Impacts Adequately
1.

Impact 3.9-1: Water Services Infrastructural Capacity

The RDEIR concludes in Impact 3.9-1 that a “significant but unavoidable” impact
of adopting the current draft Update to the General Plan will be the necessity of
constructing new or expanded water services infrastructure to meet future development
needs. 32 Specifically, the RDEIR states that:
Implementation of the proposed project would result in additional County-wide
residential and non-residential land use development. Additional land use development
consistent with the proposed project would . . . in some cases result in insufficient
water . . . facilities available to serve some of the unincorporated areas designated for
urban development. In other cases, insufficient water treatment and conveyance facilities
or water quality issues could result [in an] inability of domestic water service providers to
meet water demands. 33

The RDEIR focuses exclusively on new development, not on existing situations in
existing communities. 34 Although the RDEIR incorporates a qualitative evaluation of the
capacity of each unincorporated community’s water system (taken from LAFCO MSRs
or interviews with individual water providers), that assessment only considers a system’s
ability to service projected growth in the community. 35 The RDEIR does not consider or
measure the adequacy of a domestic water system’s existing infrastructural capacity to
serve current customers effectively and affordably, now and into the future. The
RDEIR’s only acknowledgment that existing services are important is a throwaway
statement that water providers “must not only maintain supplies and facilities to serve
existing water users, but also must expand supplies and facilities needed to accommodate
32

RDEIR, § 3.9, pp. 35-38, 47-50.
RDEIR, § 3.9, p.36 (emphasis added).
34
The RDEIR makes it clear that the County sees its role with respect to water services to be solely as a
coordinator and facilitator ensuring the adequate delivery of water services to new development. See, e.g.,
RDEIR, § 3.9, p.48 (“Current procedures and policies and programs contained in the proposed project
would strive to secure adequate water supplies for unincorporated areas within the County that are
designated for urban development . . . .”) (emphasis added); p.49 (“[T]he County will continue to
implement a variety of policies and programs designed to coordinate with local water service providers to
ensure the provision of an adequate water supply that meets clean, safe water standards prior to
development.”) (emphasis added); p.33 (“Adequate water supply and facilities are essential if the County is
to sustain growth and serve projected increases in employment and population”).
35
RDEIR, § 3.9, pp.17-18, 34, 37.
33
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planned population growth within each service area.” 36 In other words, according to
RDEIR, the standard for existing customers is to maintain the status quo. There is no
acknowledgement that the status quo is inadequate, let alone that the Plan Update’s
single-minded emphasis on new development and silence with respect to current
problems in existing communities might affirmatively contribute toward worsening water
service infrastructural problems in existing communities.

I14-90

The County is obligated by CEQA to evaluate every potentially significant
negative environmental impact associated with adoption of the current draft Update to the
General Plan, and one such impact is the increasing deterioration and increasingly
inadequate capacity of existing water services infrastructure to serve existing customers
in existing communities effectively and affordably. The current draft Update to the
General Plan does not include sufficient policies to mitigate these impacts, but such
policies are possible. The County can take steps to mitigate this negative environmental
impact by amending existing plan policies and drafting additional new implementation
measures, as follows:

I14-91

a.

Prioritizing Existing Communities

I14-92

PFS-1.1: Existing Development & PFS-1.2: Maintain Existing Levels of
Services – These policies are a good start, but the draft Update to the General Plan
should prioritize existing communities over new development in all areas of the County,
not just those limited areas where the County is the water service provider. Therefore,
these policies should be amended as follows:
The County shall generally give priority prioritize its resources for the maintenance and
upgrading of County-owned and operated facilities and services to existing development
in order to prevent the deterioration of existing levels-of-service. (PFS-1.1)
The County shall ensure new growth and developments do not create significant adverse
impacts on existing County-owned and operated facilities. (PFS-1.2)

b.

Affordability and Cost-Sharing

PFS-1.5: Funding for Public Facilities, PFS-1.6: Funding Mechanisms, &
PFS-3.7: Financing – None of these policies mention affordability. Many County
residents in unincorporated areas are paying as much as 10% of household income for
drinking water alone, which does not even include payment for other services such as
solid and liquid waste disposal. The EPA’s National Drinking Water Advisory Council
suggests that water systems aim for 1% of median household income as an affordable
rate. 37 This is not an easy target for smaller systems, but affordability should at least be
included as an explicit goal, in all three of these policies, as follows:

36

RDEIR, § 3.9, p.36.
See U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Information for States on Developing Affordability Criteria
for Drinking Water, at http://www.epa.gov/safewater/smallsystems/afforddh.html.

37
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The County shall implement programs and/or procedures to ensure that funding
mechanisms necessary to adequately cover the costs related to planning, capital
improvements, maintenance, and efficient, affordable operations of necessary public
facilities and services are in place, whether provided by the County or another entity.
(PFS-1.5)

I14-93
cont'd

The County shall use a wide range of funding mechanisms, such as the following, to
adequately fund capital improvements, maintenance, and efficient, affordable on-going
operations for publicly owned and/or operated facilities:
x Establishing appropriate development impact fees,
x Establishing assessment districts, and
x Pursuing grant funding. (PFS-1.6)
The County shall cooperate with special districts when applying for State and federal
funding for major wastewater related expansions/upgrades when such plans promote the
efficient, affordable solution to wastewater treatment needs for the area and County.
(PFS-3.7)

Implementation Measure 2 is an excellent start for promoting affordable services
as a County goal, but the County should also assist and strongly encourage other nonCounty-owned water purveyors within the County to conduct annual assessments to
ensure that water services are affordable, adequate, and sustainable. Therefore, this
measure should be amended as follows:

I14-94

The County shall annually review fees related to County-owned and operated facilities
and County-provided services to ensure funding levels are both affordable and adequate
to sustain these facilities/services long-term, and the County shall assist and encourage
other water purveyors to do the same.

IM 2 should be linked to PFS-3.7, as well. (It currently only implements PFS-1.5 and
PFS-1.6.)
There are many implementation measures the County could include in the Update
to the General Plan to further a policy of affordability, including developing alternative
models for cost-sharing for small systems. We suggest that the County add the following
new implementation measure to Chapter 14, Public Facilities and Services, to implement
PFS-1.5, 1.6, 1.8, 1.16, and 3.7:

I14-95

The County shall work with communities and hamlets to identify potential joint funding
opportunities, joint management opportunities, and other means by which to join
resources. The County shall support feasibility and other project design studies for
infrastructure consolidation and take the lead in developing mechanisms to allow small
systems to share costs in order to take advantage of economies of scale, thereby keeping
rates affordable for basic services.

K.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Impacts on
Agricultural Resources Adequately

The mitigating policies and implementation measures listed by the County under
this element are insufficient to address the potential adverse impacts created by the
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Project. We suggest the following additional considerations to the policies and
implementation measures.

I14-96
cont'd

AG-1.11: Agricultural Buffers - The County will examine the feasibility of
buffers between agricultural and non-agricultural uses. In Implementation Measure #9,
the County identifies interested stakeholders. There are other Tulare County groups
interested in participating as well, such as Safe Air For Everyone (SAFE) who has
collaborated with the Tulare County Agricultural Commissioner to impose buffer zones
around schools for restricted pesticides, in fact over 1800 Tulare County residents have
endorsed the concept of buffer zones to reduce pesticide drift.
ERM-1.13: Pesticides - The County commits to cooperating with state and
federal agencies to evaluate side effects of pesticides. The County can also implement
this policy by creating buffer zones between agricultural sources and non-agricultural
sources to prevent exposure. The County has already taken positive steps in this
direction by restricting the application of restricted pesticides near sensitive receptors.
But, there might be additional ways to reduce exposure to pesticide drift. Groups such as
Safe Air For Everyone are willing to engage with the County around these issues.
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L.

The RDEIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Project Impacts To
Existing Underserved Communities
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I14-99

A number of community and hamlet residents have submitted a letter commenting
on the General Plan and expressing some of their most pressing needs, and we
incorporate by reference that letter here. Indeed, the RDEIR’s failure to analyze and
mitigate project impacts on existing, unincorporated communities implicates federal and
state fair housing and civil rights laws because many of the unincorporated communities
that suffer the most severe impact and infrastructure deficit are disproportionately latino,
african-american and spanish speaking.
Below are some policies and implementation measures that investment should be
targeted toward, along with suggested changes that could enhance quality of life for
hamlets and existing communities:
PF 1.4: Available Infrastructure - Growth will be encouraged in communities
and hamlets with available infrastructure. However, existing communities and hamlets
do not have adequate infrastructure to meet current demands. How will the County
assist communities and hamlets obtain necessary infrastructure to meet existing and
future demands? The County should develop implementation measures that commit the
County to assisting communities and hamlets evaluate means of creating management
infrastructure and funding tools that allow for local accountability, but may share costs
across a number of small communities. Such policies would allow small community
service provides to keep costs affordable in low income areas by encouraging or
incentivizing consolidation, joint management, revenue sharing, etc....
PF 2.5 & 3.5: Improvement Standards in Communities & Hamlets - These
policies focus on new developments. The County should address the infrastructure needs
of existing communities and hamlets. Implementation Measure 15 recognizes that curbs,
gutters, sidewalks, parks, and sewer systems are important for residents’ quality of life.
The County should adopt policies for impact fees and revenue sharing with Cities which
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could be used to improve existing conditions. The County could also prioritize
underserved areas in establishing parks and in allocating funding for curb, gutter,
sidewalks or sewer system improvements. Also the County should ensure that new
developments within the UDB and HDB of existing communities and hamlets allow all
residents to have access to parks and open space as well as any new commercial
development. The County’s transportation design policies should be linked to this policy
as well.
PF 3.6: Becoming a Community – This policy should take into account places
that do not meet the definition of a community or a hamlet, but are established and not
planned for under city spheres of influence. For example, Tooleville, which is located
within the Sphere of Influence for Exeter. However, Exeter’s plans for growth do not
encompass Tooleville. Therefore, the County is responsible for planning within
Tooleville, but will have to co-ordinate with Exeter on growth in the area rather than the
residents of Tooleville. This is untenable given the fact that Exeter has been singularly
opposed to including Tooleville in the City or providing any services to the areas,
including basic services it currently lacks, such as potable water. While Tooleville kids
go to school in Exeter and help bring tax dollars to the City through sales tax and school
funding, the City has made it clear that it does not want this area to be part of the City
within the next 100 years, nor is it interested in helping provide any of the needed
services in the area. Instead the City wants to develop in all other directions, including
islands to the South and large swaths directly north of Tooleville. Leaving the planning
of Tooleville’s future to Exeter is not in Tooleville’s best interest. The County should
classify Tooleville as a Hamlet or a Community allowing it to develop its own plan for
future growth, since the City clearly wants no part in its future.
Planning Framework Implementation Measures 18 & 19 delay the creation of
Hamlet Plan guidelines and preparation of Hamlet Plans until 2015-2020. Many of these
areas have been neglected for years and should not be made to wait longer.
Planning Framework Implementation Measure 22 - The County pledges to
continue to support community/hamlet efforts to secure state and federal funding for
projects. However, in some instances the County has not supported local efforts to obtain
necessary funding. For example, the County did not support local community efforts to
address Deer Creek flooding in Earlimart and Allensworth. The County did not support
Alpaugh’s efforts to secure state and federal funding to dig a new well to improve the
quality of its drinking water. The County should assist local groups to identify potential
funding sources, write letters on behalf of the community, and leverage the County’s
resources and connections to ensure those funding sources are secured.
TC-1.2: County Improvement Standards - While the County Improvement
Standards is mentioned as the guide to road maintenance and construction, there needs to
be a clear explanation as to how residents can advocate for their road needs.
TC-1.19: Balanced Funding - A balanced approach to the allocation of
transportation funds in the county transportation system is critical, however, there also
needs to be careful consideration and equitable investment particularly to the
unincorporated communities that are geographically remote.
TC-4.2: Determine Transit Needs - We appreciate the desire to work with
TCAG, Cities and communities to evaluate and respond to public transportation needs.
However, there should be a specific ongoing strategy to evaluate and respond to the
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needs of the rural, unincorporated communities adequately. One recommendation is to
engage more effectively with community service providers and non-profits. Also, this
must be ongoing, since traditionally the one “set” time to engage in transit needs is the
unmet needs hearings, which traditionally have not been accessible to all working
families and residents of the county.
TC-4.3: Support Tulare County Area Transit. - We applaud the explicit
mentioning of providing intercommunity services between unincorporated communities
and cities. However, there should be consideration given to implementing an outreach
and education strategy to ensure these unincorporated communities have a way to voice
their needs, and are adequately informed about county transit services. Similarly, there
should be careful consideration to the inclusion of transit hubs that are accessible as
transfer points in the rural areas of the county.

I14-106
cont'd

III.

I14-108

The RDEIR’s Alternatives Analysis is Fundamentally Flawed
A.

I14-107

The RDEIR Fails To Consider a Reasonable Range of Alternatives

Under CEQA, an EIR must consider and analyze a wide-range of alternatives to
the project. “Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither courts nor
the public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process.” Laurel Heights
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 404 (1988).
Accordingly, “[a] major function of an EIR ‘is to ensure that all reasonable alternatives to
proposed projects are thoroughly assessed by the responsible official.” Save Round
Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo, 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1456 (2007) (citations omitted).
Here, the RDEIR fails to present “a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives.”
Guidelines § 15126.6(a). In addition, the RDEIR improperly rejects environmentally
superior alternatives.
The County’s alternatives are hardly distinguishable. According to the RDEIR,
25 percent of growth will occur in unincorporated areas under the General Plan Update,
20 percent of growth will be placed in these areas under the city-centered alternative, 30
percent of growth will occur in these areas under both the rural communities and the
transportation corridor alternative. (DEIR 7-3 to 7-4). The County must consider an
alternative that will place almost all growth in incorporated cities and established
communities and hamlets. This alternative should consider revenue sharing agreements
with the cities in exchange for giving cities control over city-centered development.
Additionally, the County must consider alternatives that incorporate strict energy and
water conservation measures, require green building practices and mixed-use
development and places development near alternative transportation nodes. Such
alternatives would result in a significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions resulting
from VMTs and energy consumption. It would also result in fewer greenhouse gas
emissions from construction and development, as the County would not have to build
new infrastructure throughout the unincorporated areas. These alternatives would meet
the County’s basic goals and objectives of its General Plan Update and, therefore, must
be considered by the County.
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The County must also explain its analysis of the alternatives in more detail so that
the public and decision-makers can better determine how they would achieve the goals
and objectives of the General Plan Update, lessen the environmental impacts resulting
from growth and development and why the County eventually chose this General Plan
Update, rather than more environmentally-friendly alternatives. Like its treatment of the
Project, the alternatives analysis contains no maps or other detail that informs the public
and decisionmakers how land use designations would change under the alternative as
compared to the proposed Project and existing conditions.
B.

The RDEIR Improperly Rejects the Environmentally Superior
Alternative

I14-110

I14-111

The RDEIR also improperly rejects environmentally superior alternatives. The
RDEIR acknowledges that the City-Centered Alternative “would meet all objectives
related to the protection of existing open space and agricultural land use” but rejects the
alternative on the grounds that “lower levels of anticipated growth and development may
make it more difficult to achieve the desired level of reinvestment within existing
communities and hamlets.” (RDEIR at 4-19.) However, reinvestment is a question of
directing revenue, not simply allowing largely unregulated growth. City-centered growth
would provide additional revenue for the County by sparing it the expense of
uncontrolled sprawl growth and allowing to it direct needed revenue to hamlets and
existing communities.
Hamlets and existing communities have long been ignored by the County and
Cities alike. Although these hamlets and communities have been established for decades,
many still lack basic infrastructure, such as potable water or adequate sewers. While
these communities need some new developments, basic services and infrastructure,
unregulated growth is not the solution. The County should consider a plan that places all
growth in incorporated cities and established communities and hamlets, emphasizing
investments in the most underserved areas.

I14-112

IV.

I14-113

The RDEIR Must Be Redrafted and Recirculated

CEQA requires recirculation of a revised draft EIR “[w]hen significant new
information is added to the environmental impact report” after public review and
comment on the earlier draft DEIR. Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1. This includes the
situation where, as here, “[t]he draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”
Guidelines § 15088.5(b)(4). The opportunity for meaningful public review of significant
new information is essential “to test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an informed
judgment as to the validity of the conclusions to be drawn therefrom.” Sutter Sensible
Planning, Inc. v. Sutter County Board of Supervisors, 122 Cal.App.3d 813, 822 (1981);
City of San Jose v. Great Oaks Water Co., 192 Cal.App.3d 1005, 1017 (1987). An
agency cannot simply release a draft report “that hedges on important environmental
issues while deferring a more detailed analysis to the final [EIR] that is insulated from
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public review.” Mountain Lion Coalition v. California Fish and Game Comm’n, 214
Cal.App.3d 1043, 1053 (1989).

I14-113
cont'd

In order to cure the panoply of defects identified in this letter, the County will
need to obtain substantial new information to assess the proposed Project’s
environmental impacts adequately, and identify effective mitigation capable of alleviating
the Project’s significant negative environmental impacts. CEQA requires that the public
have a meaningful opportunity to review and comment upon this significant new
information in the form of a recirculated draft EIR. 38
CONCLUSION
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to
working with the County now and in the future to reach our shared goals of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and protecting biological diversity, public health, and our
environment.
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CBD, CRPE, CWC, and CRLAF wish to be placed on the mailing/notification list
for all future environmental decisions regarding this Project. If you have any questions
regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact Matthew Vespa at (415) 4369682 x309 or mvespa@biologicaldiversity.org, Sofia Parino at (415) 346-4179 x301 or
or
Rose
Francis
at
(559)
733-0219
or
sparino@crpe-ej.org,
info@communitywatercenter.org or Martha Guzman at mguzmanaceves@crlaf.org.

Sincerely,

Matthew Vespa
Senior Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity

Sofia Parino
Senior Attorney
Center on Race, Poverty &
the Environment

Rose Francis
Attorney at Law

Martha Guzman
Policy Analyst

38

Additionally, the County’s charge of $500 to get a copy of the Draft Update to the General Plan and the
RDEIR seems unreasonably and prohibitively high. Low income residents without internet access were
prohibited from obtaining a copy for review. While copies were available at various public libraries, the
cost for obtaining a hard copy should have been more reasonable. The County should remedy this when
recirculating the revised RDEIR.
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Community Water Center

Enc:

California
Rural
Legal
Assistance Foundation

The following references are included for your review and inclusion in the
administrative record.
ATTACHED REFERENCES

Ex. A BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of Significance, May
3, 2010.
Ex B BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2010 at 4-10.
Ex C BAAQMD, GHG Plan Level Quantification Guidance, May , 2010.
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Ex D CARB, Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan (Dec. 2008)
Ex E

California Attorney General, Climate Change, the California
Environmental Quality Act, and General Plan Updates: Straightforward
Answers to Some Frequently Asked Questions (2009).

Ex F

California Attorney General letter to SJVAPCD re: Final Draft Staff
Report on Greenhouse Gas Emissions Under CEQA, Nov. 4, 2009.

Ex G Carruthers, J., Ulfarsson, G. “Does ‘Smart Growth’ Matter to Public
Finances?” 2007
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Regulatory Action (Dec. 2009).
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CAPCOA, Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans (June 2009).
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Howard, Cody J., Kumar, Anuj, et. al., Environ. Sci. & Technol.: Reactive
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Production in Central California, Vol. 44, No. 7 (2010) 2309-2314.

Ex K Institute for Local Government, CCAN Best Practices Framework (Feb. 2010).
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Ex N Yolo County, 2030 General Plan Update, Land Use Element
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I17-167
I17-168

I17-169

I17-170

I17-171

I17-172

I17-173

3-1145

Letter I17

I17-173
cont'd
I17-174

I17-175

I17-176

I17-177

3-1146

Letter I17

I17-177
cont'd

I17-178

I17-179

I17-100

I17-180

I17-181

I17-182

I17-183

3-1147

Letter I17

I17-183
cont'd
I17-184

I17-185

I17-186

I17-187

I17-188

3-1148

Letter I17

I17-188
cont'd

I17-189

I17-190

I17-191

3-1149

Letter I17

I17-191
cont'd

I17-192

I17-193

I17-194

I17-195

I17-196

3-1150

Letter I17

I17-196
cont'd
I17-197

I17-198

I17-199

I17-200

I17-201

3-1151

Letter I17

I17-202

I17-203

I17-204

I17-205

3-1152

Letter I17

I17-205
cont'd

I17-206

I17-207

3-1153

Letter I17

I17-207
cont'd

I17-208

I17-209

I17-210

3-1154

Letter I17

I17-211

I17-212

I17-213

I17-214

3-1155

Letter I17

I17-214
cont'd
I17-215

I17-216

I17-217
I17-218

I17-219

3-1156

Letter I17

I17-220
I17-221

I17-222

I17-223

I17-224

I17-225

3-1157

Letter I17

I17-225
cont'd

I17-226

I17-227

3-1158

Letter I17

I17-227
cont'd
I17-228

I17-229

I17-230

I17-231

3-1159

Letter I17

I17-231
cont'd
I17-232

I17-233

I17-234

I17-235

I17-236

3-1160

Letter I17

I17-236
cont'd

I17-237

I17-238
I17-239

I17-240

I17-241

3-1161

Letter I17

I17-241
cont'd

I17-242
I17-243

I17-244

I17-245

I17-246

3-1162

Letter I17

I17-246
cont'd
I17-247

I17-248

I17-249

I17-250

I17-251

3-1163

Letter I17

I17-252

I17-253

I17-254
I17-255

I17-256

I17-257

3-1164

Letter I17

I17-258

I17-259

I17-260
I17-261

I17-262
I17-263
I17-264

I17-265

I17-266

3-1165

Letter I17

I17-267

I17-268

I17-269

I17-270

I17-271

3-1166

Letter I17

I17-272

I17-273

I17-274

I17-275

I17-276

3-1167

Letter I17

I17-276
cont'd

I17-277

I17-278

I17-279

I17-280

I17-281

3-1168

Letter I17

I17-282

I17-283

I17-284

I17-285

I17-286

I17-287

3-1169

Letter I17

I17-287
cont'd

I17-288

I17-289

3-1170

Letter I17

I17-290

I17-291

I17-292

I17-293

I17-294

I17-295

I17-296

3-1171

Letter I17

I17-296
cont'd

I17-297

I17-298

I17-299

I17-300

I17-301

3-1172

Letter I17

I17-302

I17-303

I17-304

I17-305

I17-306

I17-307

3-1173

Letter I17

I17-308

I17-309

I17-310

I17-311

I17-312
I17-313

3-1174

Letter I17

I17-314

I17-315

I17-316

I17-317

I17-318

I17-319

3-1175

Letter I17

I17-320

I17-321

I17-322

I17-323

I17-324

I17-325

3-1176

Letter I17

I17-325
cont'd
I17-326

I17-327

I17-328

I17-329

I17-330

3-1177

Letter I17

I17-331

I17-332

I17-333

I17-334

I17-335
I17-336

I17-337

3-1178

Letter I17

I17-337
cont'd

I17-338

I17-339

I17-340

I17-341

3-1179

Letter I17

I17-342
I17-343

I17-344

I17-345

3-1180

Letter I17

I17-346

I17-347

I17-348

I17-349

3-1181

Letter I17

I17-350

I17-351

I17-352

3-1182

Letter I17

I17-352
cont'd

I17-353

I17-354

I17-355

I17-356

I17-357

I17-358

3-1183

Letter I17

I17-359

I17-360

I17-361

I17-362

I17-363

3-1184

Letter I17

I17-363
cont'd
I17-364

3-1185

Letter I17

I17-365

I17-366

I17-367

3-1186

Letter I17

I17-368

I17-369

I17-370

I17-371

I17-372

3-1187

Letter I17

I17-373

I17-374

I17-375

I17-376

I17-377

3-1188

Letter I17

I17-378

I17-379

I17-380

I17-381

I17-382

3-1189

Letter I17

I17-383

I17-384

I17-385

I17-386

I17-387

I17-388

I17-389

3-1190

Letter I17

I17-389
cont'd

I17-390

I17-391

I17-392

I17-393

I17-394

I17-395

3-1191

Letter I17

I17-396

I17-397
I17-398

I17-399

I17-400

I17-401

I17-402

3-1192

Letter I17

I17-402
cont'd
I17-403

I17-404

I17-405

I17-406

I17-407
I17-408

I17-409

3-1193

Letter I17

I17-409

I17-410

I17-411

I17-412

I17-413

I17-414

I17-415

3-1194

Letter I17

I17-416

I17-417

I17-418
I17-419

I17-420

I17-421

I17-422

3-1195

Letter I17

I17-423

I17-424

I17-425

I17-426

I17-427

3-1196

Letter I17

I17-428

I17-429

I17-430

I17-431

I17-432

3-1197

Letter I17

I17-432
cont'd
I17-433

I17-434

I17-435

3-1198

Letter I17

I17-435
cont'd
I17-436

I17-437

I17-438

3-1199

Letter I17

I17-439
I17-440

I17-441

I17-442

3-1200

Letter I17

I17-442
cont'd
I17-443

I17-444

I17-445

I17-446

I17-447

I17-448

3-1201

Letter I17

I17-449

I17-450

3-1202

Letter I17

I17-451

I17-452

I17-453

I17-454

I17-455

3-1203

Letter I17

I17-456

I17-457

I17-458

3-1204

Letter I17

I17-459

I17-460
I17-461

I17-462

3-1205

Letter I17

I17-462
cont'd

I17-463

3-1206

Letter I17

I17-463
cont'd

I17-464

I17-465

3-1207

Letter I17

I17-466

I17-467

I17-468

3-1208

Letter I17

I17-469

I17-470

I17-471

I17-472

3-1209

Letter I17

I17-472
cont'd
I17-473

I17-474

I17-475

I17-476

3-1210

Letter I17

I17-477

I17-478

I17-479
I17-480

I17-481

I17-482

I17-483

3-1211

Letter I17

I17-483
cont'd

I17-484

I17-485

I17-486

I17-487

I17-488

3-1212

Letter I17

I17-489

I17-490
I17-491

I17-492

I17-493

I17-494

I17-495

3-1213

Letter I17

I17-495
cont'd

I17-496

I17-497
I17-498

I17-499

I17-500

I17-501

3-1214

Letter I17

I17-501
cont'd

I17-502

I17-503

I17-504

I17-505

3-1215

Letter I17

I17-505
cont'd

I17-506

I17-507

I17-508

I17-509

3-1216

Letter I17

I17-509
cont'd

I17-510

I17-511

I17-512

I17-513

3-1217

Letter I17

I17-514

I17-515

I17-516

I17-517

I17-518

3-1218

Letter I17

I17-518
cont'd

I17-519

I17-520
I17-521

I17-522

3-1219

Letter I17

I17-523

I17-524

I17-525

I17-526

I17-527

3-1220

Letter I17

I17-527
cont'd
I17-528

I17-529

I17-530

I17-531

3-1221

Letter I17

I17-531
cont'd
I17-532
I17-533

I17-534
I17-535

I17-536

I17-537

I17-538

3-1222

Letter I17

I17-538
cont'd
I17-539

I17-540

I17-541

3-1223

Letter I17

I17-542

I17-543

I17-544

I17-545

I17-546

3-1224

Letter I17

I17-546
cont'd
I17-547

I17-548

I17-549

I17-550

I17-551

I17-552

3-1225

Letter I17

I17-553

I17-554

I17-555

I17-556

I17-557

I17-558

3-1226

Letter I17

I17-558
cont'd

I17-559

I17-560

I17-561

I17-562

3-1227

Letter I17

I17-563

I17-564

I17-565

I17-566

3-1228

Letter I17

I17-567

I17-568

I17-569

I17-570

I17-571

I17-572

3-1229

Letter I17

I17-572
cont'd

I17-573

I17-574

3-1230

Letter I17

I17-574
cont'd
I17-575

I17-576

I17-577

I17-578

I17-579

3-1231

Letter I17

I17-579
cont'd

I17-580

I17-581

I17-582

3-1232

Letter I17

I17-582
cont'd

I17-583

I17-584

I17-585

3-1233

Letter I17

I17-585
cont'd

I17-586

I17-587

I17-588

I17-589

I17-590

3-1234

Letter I17

I17-591

I17-592

I17-593

I17-594

I17-595

3-1235

Letter I17

I17-595
cont'd

I17-596

I17-597

I17-598

3-1236

Letter I17

I17-599

I17-600

I17-601

I17-602

I17-603

I17-604

3-1237

Letter I17

I17-604
cont'd
I17-605

I17-606

I17-607

I17-608

I17-609

3-1238

Letter I17

I17-609
cont'd
I17-610

I17-611

I17-612

I17-613

3-1239

Letter I17

I17-613
cont'd

I17-614

I17-615

I17-616

I17-617

I17-618

3-1240

Letter I17

I17-618
cont'd

I17-619

I17-620

I17-621

3-1241

Letter I17

I17-621
cont'd

I17-622

I17-623

3-1242

Letter I17

I17-623
cont'd

I17-624

3-1243

Letter I17

I17-624
cont'd
I17-625

I17-626

I17-627

3-1244

Letter I17

I17-627
cont'd
I17-628

I17-629

I17-630

I17-631

I17-632

3-1245

Letter I17

I17-633

I17-634

I17-635

I17-636

I17-637

I17-638

3-1246

Letter I17

I17-638
cont'd

I17-639

I17-640

I17-641

3-1247

Letter I17

I17-641
cont'd
I17-642

I17-643

I17-644

3-1248

Letter I17

I17-644
cont'd

I17-645

I17-646

I17-647

I17-648

3-1249

Letter I17

I17-648
cont'd

I17-649

I17-650

I17-651

I17-652

3-1250

Letter I17

I17-652
cont'd

I17-653

I17-654

3-1251

Letter I17

I17-655

I17-656

I17-657

I17-658

3-1252

Letter I17

I17-658
cont'd

I17-659

I17-660

I17-661

3-1253

Letter I17

I17-662

I17-663

I17-664

I17-665

I17-666

3-1254

Letter I17

I17-666
cont'd
I17-667

I17-668

I17-669

I17-670

3-1255

Letter I17

I17-670
cont'd

I17-671

I17-672

I17-673

I17-674

3-1256

Letter I17

I17-675

I17-676

I17-677

I17-678

I17-679

I17-680

3-1257

Letter I17

I17-680
cont'd
I17-681

I17-682

I17-683

I17-684

I17-685

3-1258

Letter I17

I17-686

I17-687

I17-688

I17-689

I17-690

3-1259

Letter I17

I17-690
cont'd

I17-691

I17-692

I17-693

I17-694

I17-695

3-1260

Letter I17

I17-695
cont'd
I17-696

I17-697

I17-698

I17-699

I17-700

I17-701

3-1261

Letter I17

I17-701
cont'd

I17-702

I17-703

I17-704

I17-705

I17-706

3-1262

Letter I17

I17-707

I17-708

I17-709

I17-710

I17-711

3-1263

Letter I17

I17-712

I17-713

I17-714

I17-715

I17-716

I17-717

3-1264

Letter I17

I17-717
cont'd
I17-718

I17-719

I17-720

3-1265

Letter I17

I17-721

I17-722

I17-723

I17-724

I17-725

3-1266

Letter I17

I17-726

I17-727
I17-728

I17-729

I17-730

I17-731

I17-732

I17-733

3-1267

Letter I17

I17-733
cont'd
I17-734

I17-735

I17-736

I17-737

I17-738

I17-739
I17-740

3-1268

Letter I17

I17-741

I17-742

I17-743

I17-744

I17-745

I17-746

I17-747

I17-748

3-1269

Letter I17

I17-748
cont'd
I17-749

I17-750

I17-751

I17-752

I17-753

3-1270

Letter I17

I17-754

I17-755

3-1271

Letter I17

I17-755
cont'd
I17-756

I17-757

I17-758

I17-759

3-1272

Letter I17

I17-759
cont'd

I17-760

I17-761

I17-762

3-1273

Letter I17

I17-762
cont'd

I17-763

I17-764

I17-765

I17-766

3-1274

Letter I17

I17-766
cont'd
I17-767

I17-768

I17-769

3-1275

Letter I17

I17-769
cont'd

I17-770

I17-771

I17-772

I17-773

I17-774

3-1276

Letter I17

I17-774
cont'd

I17-775

I17-776

I17-777

3-1277

Letter I17

I17-777
cont'd

I17-778

I17-779

I17-780

I17-781

I17-782

I17-783

3-1278

Letter I17

I17-783
cont'd

I17-784

I17-785

I17-786

3-1279

Letter I17

I17-786
cont'd
I17-787

I17-788

I17-789

I17-790

3-1280

Letter I17

I17-791

I17-792

I17-793

I17-794

I17-795

3-1281

Letter I17

I17-795
cont'd

I17-796

I17-797

I17-798

I17-799

I17-800

3-1282

Letter I17

I17-801

I17-802

I17-803

I17-804

I17-805

3-1283

Letter I17

I17-806

I17-807

I17-808

I17-809

3-1284

Letter I17

I17-809
cont'd

I17-810

I17-811

I17-812

I17-813

3-1285

Letter I17

I17-814

I17-815

I17-816

I17-817

I17-818

3-1286

Letter I17

I17-818
cont'd

I17-819

I17-820

I17-821

I17-822

3-1287

Letter I17

I17-823

I17-824

I17-825
I17-826

I17-827

I17-828

3-1288

Letter I17

I17-828
cont'd
I17-829

I17-830

I17-831

I17-832

I17-833

3-1289

Letter I17

I17-833
cont'd
I17-834

I17-835

I17-836

I17-837

3-1290

Letter I17

I17-838

I17-839

I17-840

I17-841

I17-842
I17-843

I17-844

3-1291

Letter I17

I17-844
cont'd

I17-845

I17-846

I17-847

I17-848

I17-849

3-1292

Letter I17

I17-849
cont'd
I17-850

I17-851

I17-852

I17-853

3-1293

Letter I17

I17-853
cont'd

I17-854

I17-855

I17-856

3-1294

Letter I17

I17-856
cont'd

I17-857

I17-858

I17-859

3-1295

Letter I17

I17-860

I17-861

I17-862

I17-863

3-1296

Letter I17

I17-863
cont'd

I17-864

I17-865

3-1297

Letter I17

I17-865
cont'd
I17-866

I17-867

I17-868

I17-869

3-1298

Letter I17

I17-869
cont'd

I17-870

I17-871

I17-872

I17-873

3-1299

Letter I17

I17-874

I17-875

I17-876

I17-877

I17-878

I17-879

3-1300

Letter I17

I17-879
cont'd

I17-880

I17-881

I17-882

3-1301

Letter I17

I17-883

I17-884

I17-885

I17-886

I17-887

3-1302

Letter I17

I17-888

I17-889

I17-890

3-1303

Letter I17

I17-891

I17-892

I17-893

3-1304

Letter I17

I17-894

I17-895

I17-896

I17-897

I17-898

I17-899

I17-900

3-1305

Letter I17

I17-900
cont'd
I17-901

I17-902

I17-903

I17-904

I17-905

3-1306

Letter I17

I17-905
cont'd

I17-906

I17-907

I17-908

I17-909

I17-910

3-1307

Letter I17

I17-910
cont'd

I17-911

I17-912
I17-913

I17-914

I17-915

I17-916

3-1308

Letter I17

I17-917

I17-918
I17-919

I17-920

I17-921

I17-922

3-1309

Letter I17

I17-922
cont'd

I17-923

I17-924

I17-925

I17-926

3-1310

Letter I17

I17-926
cont'd

I17-927

I17-928

I17-929

I17-930

3-1311

Letter I17

I17-930
cont'd

I17-931

I17-932

I17-933

I17-934

I17-935

3-1312

Letter I17

I17-935
cont'd

I17-936

I17-937

I17-938

I17-939

I17-940

3-1313

Letter I17

I17-940
cont'd

I17-941

I17-942

I17-943

3-1314

Letter I17

I17-943
cont'd
I17-944

I17-945

I17-946

I17-947

3-1315

Letter I17

I17-947
cont'd

I17-948

I17-949

I17-950

I17-951

3-1316

Letter I17

I17-952

I17-953

I17-954

I17-955

3-1317

Letter I17

I17-955
cont'd

I17-956

I17-957

I17-958

I17-959

I17-960

3-1318

Letter I17

I17-960
cont'd
I17-961

I17-962

I17-963

I17-964
I17-965

I17-966

3-1319

Letter I17

I17-966
cont'd

I17-967

I17-968

3-1320

Letter I17

I17-968
cont'd

I17-969

I17-970

I17-971

3-1321

Letter I17

I17-972

I17-973

I17-974

I17-975
I17-976

I17-977
I17-978

3-1322

Letter I17

I17-978
cont'd

I17-979

I17-980

I17-981

I17-982

3-1323

Letter I17

I17-982
cont'd
I17-983

I17-984

I17-985
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Mr. James Seligman
46136 South Fork Drive
Three Rivers, California 93271
May 27, 2010

Letter I18

\

Tulare County Resource Management Agency
Government Plaza
5961 South Mooney Blvd.
Visalia, California 93277
Attention: David Bryant, Project Planner
Re: General Plan 2030 Update and Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Bryant,
Having thoroughly digested the Re-Circulated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan
2030 Update, I am not sure whether to laugh or cry. But rather than throwing up my hands in despair at
what this “Plan” would do to the Tulare County that I love, I’m taking time to share my concerns and
suggestions as one of the growing number of voices calling for healthy, not cancerous, growth.

I18-1

To begin, the Final EIR must contain an alternative for consideration that will avoid or lessen all negative
impacts that are identified under the current flawed plan as “significant unavoidable adverse impacts.”
While it is true that an “anything goes” plan that contains no strict development boundaries will have
extremely negative impacts to our air quality, water supply, traffic, farmland, wildlife, noise, scenery, etc.
it is patently not true that these impacts are “unavoidable.”

I18-2

The point and possibility of a General Plan is actually to plan in a way that does indeed avoid – or at least
greatly lessen – significant adverse impacts. Different communities make different choices. Portland is
not Las Vegas. The former was one of the few places in the country where real estate values held steady
during the recent economic crisis because of healthy, smart growth policies. The latter chose an “anything
goes”, let-the-market-decide approach, which has caused a rather severe set of “significant adverse
impacts” to homeowners and the local economy. The point is that planning choices had consequences in
these cases, and will have consequences in Tulare County. The next DEIR or Final EIR must clarify that
Tulare County is not forced to be victimized by unstoppable forces of sprawl and degradation – it is a
choice, and as such those choices can be made in such a way that significant adverse impacts are indeed
“avoided or substantially lessened.”

I18-3

The failure to include a true confined, healthy growth alternative with a strong land use framework that
would actually make improvements from status quo conditions (some of the worst air quality in the
country, overdrawn groundwater supplies, unacceptably high rates of asthma, worsening traffic, etc) is a
failure of imagination, and a failure to consider the wishes of Tulare County residents and taxpayers.
More to the point for this document, the failure to include a reasonable range of alternatives fails the most
basic of CEQA requirements, and is itself grounds for invalidating the DEIR in its current form.

I18-4

The DEIR should be re-circulated again until it provides a truly reasonable range of alternatives. I
heartily support a revised version of Alternative 5, as proposed by the Tulare County Citizens for
Responsible Growth (the “Healthy Growth Alternative”)

I18-5
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As it currently stands, each alternative could easily be interpreted in a way that produces the exact same,
“market-driven” results. The fact that each alternative produces 36 “significant unavoidable adverse
impacts” is evidence enough that the DEIR is doing little more than putting different shades of lipstick on
a pig. The next Draft or Final EIR must provide justification for why an alternative with far fewer
“significant unavoidable adverse impacts” was not put forth for consideration.

I18-5
cont'd

Section 5.4 states that CEQA Guideline 15093 (a) “allows the decision-making agency to determine if the
benefits of a project outweigh the unavoidable adverse impacts of implementing the project. The County
can approve a project with unavoidable adverse impacts if it prepares and adopts a “statement of
overriding conditions” setting forth the specific reasons for making such a judgement.”

I18-6

In anticipation of the Tulare County Board of Supervisors preparing just such a “statement of overriding
conditions” to justify adoption of a plan for sprawl, the next DEIR or final FEIR should identify for
decision-makers and Tulare County residents examples of the type of alleged benefits that would
outweigh the collective impact of 36 significant (avoidable) adverse impacts such as:
3.1.5 – Create a new source of substantial light or glare
3.2.1 – Result in a substantial increase in traffic
3.3.2 – Result in a considerable increase in air pollutants
3.3-4 – Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations that could affect public health
3.6.2 – Result in impacts to groundwater supply
3.10.1 – Result in substantial conversion of important farmland to non-agricultural uses
3.11.1 – Have a substantial adverse impact on wildlife movement opportunities, migratory corridors, or
naïve wildlife nursery sites
It will take more than money and a handful of very happy sprawl developers to compensate for such
extreme, altogether avoidable, wreckage.
Thank you for consideration of my comments, and thank you in advance for deciding to take a proactive
stand for the well-being of the residents and life-supporting resources of Tulare County.
Sincerely yours,
James Seligman
by email
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Letter I19
Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
42480 Kaweah Drive
(PO Box 445)
Three Rivers, CA 93271

May 27, 2010
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
ATTN: David Bryant, Project Planner
Government Plaza
5961 South Mooney Boulevard
Visalia, CA 93277
RE: General Plan 2030 Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH No.
2006041162)
Dear Mr. Bryant:
Enclosed are comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR (“the RDEIR”) and the
Recirculated General Plan 2030 Update (‘the GPU”). Because of the extraordinary size
of the documents comprising the RDEIR and the revised/recirculated GPU, our
comments focus primarily on the Foothill Growth Management Plan as it influences and
is affected by the proposed drafts.

I19-1

We recognize the tremendous effort the County put into the process of creating the
documents and appreciate the opportunity to comment on them. We also appreciate
the County’s decision to respond to the comments it received in response to the 2008
draft by revising and recirculating the revisions.

I19-2

Unfortunately, while some previously missing sections have been added, and some
provisions have been improved, it is extremely disheartening to have discovered that
despite hundreds of pages of comments submitted in response to the 2008 EIR and
Draft General Plan Update – including from the Office of the Attorney General -- very
little of substance has changed in the recirculated documents. There is still no real plan
– development is still open-ended as to location, size (other than minimums), and
standards. Much of what has been changed has been changed in the wrong direction –
weakening existing measures that are intended to protect the environment and which
contribute to Tulare County’s attractiveness as a tourist destination.
The failure of the County to respond to the input of the public indicating our strong
desire that the General Plan provide clear guidelines that will unambiguously protect the
rural and agricultural lifestyle we cherish, the current GPU still leaves too much up to
chance and Amarket forces.@ The vagueness of the GPU, no doubt designed to give the
County maximum flexibility in future planning decisions, also denies the County
knowable, reliable guidelines. The RDEIR, in attempting to evaluate the potential
impacts that could result from implementation of the GPU, has been stymied B it is
impossible to evaluate the impact of an invisible moving target.
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Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
Comments on Recirculated DEIR & GPU
May 27, 2010

The RDEIR has also again provided an inadequate baseline from which it could
reasonably forecast potential impacts of adopting and implementing the GPU, and
against which progress could be measured. As a result, again the RDEIR doesn=t
adequately disclose or evaluate potential significant adverse environmental impacts and
measures to avoid or mitigate them. And, once again, the RDEIR doesn=t present a
reasonable range of alternatives to the GPU, including one that is designed to achieve
what the people want: focused growth in existing communities and their alreadydesignated urban development zones. The Alternatives presented are virtually identical
to the Alternatives presented in 2008. By continuing to incorporate all the proposed
GPU=s goals and policies into each Aalternative@ the RDEIR not only skewed the
analyses but failed to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act, which requires consideration of alternatives with their own set of policies,
objectives and implementation measures.

An EIR is an informational document. Its purpose is to “consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.” CEQA §15126.6(a). “The EIR shall include sufficient information about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the
proposed project.” CEQA §15126.6(d) (emphasis added). This point is so important,
the statute repeats it: “The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and
discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision
making. CEQA §15126.6(f). The discussion/analysis of the various “Alternatives” in the
RDEIR is superficial, conclusory and speculative. It is also stunning in its repeated
conclusions that the overall impacts of both the City Centered and “Confined” Growth
alternatives would be “similar” to those of the proposed plan, even after acknowledging
that the individual impacts would be less than the proposed plan’s. 1
1
It appears that instead of creating a real range of alternatives from which the County could choose
an appropriate plan to guide development over the next twenty years, the County may instead have
chosen a plan and then created slight variations on that plan solely to meet the statutory requirement of
having considered a range of alternatives. On May 5, 2010, I requested access to and copies (to be
identified after review) of the documents the County used in preparing the "City-Centered Growth" and
"Confined Growth" Alternatives to the project; in evaluating and assessing the environmental impacts of
the "City-Centered Growth" and "Confined Growth" Alternatives; to discuss and/or compare the
environmental impacts of these Alternatives relative to each other or to those of the proposed project; and
to recommend the adoption or non-adoption of any Alternative. While the Public Records Act require
access to public documents to be prompt, on May 14, I received a letter from the County telling me that I
would be contacted on May 21 regarding the County’s “progress in gathering the information.” On May
21, I received another letter, directing me only to the documents that had been posted on the County
website (i.e., to copies of the very documents which had led to the request for background documents and
publicity releases) and telling me that I would be contacted again on June 3, 2010 – a week after the close
of the public comment period and almost a month after the County received the request -- for an update
on the County’s progress in gathering “any additional information.” The County’s delaying tactics suggest
that there are no documents containing substantive evaluation or discussion of the various alternatives.
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Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
Comments on Recirculated DEIR & GPU
May 27, 2010

It will not be easy to fix the continuing weaknesses in the recirculated GPU documents.
But perhaps the third time will be the charm.

Sincerely,

Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
KBodner@att.net
MJOlecki@att.net

Attachments:

Bodner/Olecki Comments re: General Plan 2030 Update and Draft
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2006041162)
Copy of 2008 Comment letter, California Attorney General
Copy of 2008 TCCRG Comment letter
Bodner/Olecki Supplemental Comment Letter
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Letter I19
Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
42480 Kaweah Drive
(P.O. Box 445)
Three Rivers, CA 93271

May 27, 2010
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
ATTN: David Bryant, Project Planner
Government Plaza
5961 South Mooney Boulevard
Visalia, CA 93277
RE: General Plan 2030 Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH No.
2006041162)
Dear Mr. Bryant:
The following comments expand on and supplement those in the accompanying cover
letter, regarding the Recirculated Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update and
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 1. Because the documents comprising
the General Plan Update and the Revised Draft EIR are inseparable, these comments
address all the related documents. Please consider the comments in the cover letter
and this document together, and in response to both the RDEIR and the Recirculated
GPU.

I19-6

INTRODUCTION
General Comments
An environmental impact report (AEIR@) is an informational document, whose purpose is
to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information on the
effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to identify, and list,
ways in which significant effects on the environment of such a project might be avoided
or minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project. CEQA '' 21061and
21002.1 2 Its analysis should help local legislators select the most appropriate general
plan alternative to adopt. To facilitate use of the EIR by the public and the reviewing
agency, it should be organized and written in a manner that will be meaningful and
useful to both decision makers and to the public. CEQA '21003. Each EIR is also
required to include a summary of the proposed action and its consequences.
CEQA'15123.

1
The documents are referred to hereafter as “GPU” or “General Plan” and “RDEIR”,
respectively. In addition, references to the GPU refer to the Goals and Policy Report.
2
All citations to CEQA are to California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources
Code ''21000 - 21177; references or citations to the CEQA Guidelines are to California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387.
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Most importantly, the EIR review process establishes an element of trust: as a result of
a fair and accurate evaluation of the possible environmental impacts identified by the
EIR, especially in the context of adoption of a foundational document such as a General
Plan, the public may have confidence that they may rely on the goals and policies
adopted actually being carried out. See e.g., County of Inyo v. Yorty, 32 Cal. App. 3d
795 (The EIR serves not only to protect the environment but also to demonstrate to the
public that it is being protected.) Sadly, after an auspicious start, the manner in which
the County subsequently carried out the Update process has severely undermined that
trust.

I19-8

The Recirculated General Plan and associated RDEIR have adopted language
consistent with “smart growth and neo-urban” approaches to planning, but it has not
actually adopted those approaches substantively. Far too many of the policies and
implementation measures are discretionary, with the result that future decisions may
well not comport with the presumed intent of the goals and policies. Importantly, the
GPU still does not reflect the frequently expressed desires of Tulare County residents
regarding how they want development to proceed over the next 20 years - i.e., growth
centered in or restricted to existing communities (whether incorporated cities or
communities). In particular, Tulare residents consistently rejected the need for any new
towns, whether planned or not. (To the extent the County wants to promote the
standards associated with the proposed Planned Community Area, an appropriate
means of accomplishing this would be to incorporate them into the overall building
standards for new development. The GPU recognizes the LEED and LEED-ND
standards at Part I, page 4-2, but has not required compliance with the standards. LU7.15 and LU-7.16 are “implemented” by an implementation measure that merely
requires the County to review and implement an implementation measure. Page 4-36.)

I19-9

The RDEIR B and the proposed draft General Plan Update B also contain a number of
inconsistencies, omissions, inadequacies and misrepresentations. For instance, the
Introduction AUpdated Topics@ section states that the County has developed Aa land
use/circulation diagram showing the location of all future growth areas proposed as part
of the General Plan Update. Refer to Figure 2-2 in Chapter 2, Project Description....
This figure also identifies the Urban Development Boundaries within which future urban
growth is expected to occur.@ However, while Figure 2-2 (actually labeled ALand Use
Diagram@) does generally depict areas designated as Adevelopment corridors,@ it does
not provide enough detail to determine the precise boundaries of those corridors. As a
result, the environmental impact of development within those corridors B and especially
the impact of developing the corridors to complete build-out B cannot be evaluated.

I19-10

Throughout the RDEIR and GPU, the terms “regional corridor,” “urban corridor,”
“development corridor” and “Corridor” are used, in some cases apparently
interchangeably. Please establish a clear and consistent usage so that the public will
know exactly where the proposed corridor may be located.

I19-11

The RDEIR and GPU also use the terms “important agriculture” or “important
agricultural” in connection with various land use contexts. It is unclear whether the term

I19-12
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is being used in a general, English-language way, or whether the specific “Important
Farmlands” is intended. Cattle ranching is an important component of the County’s
agricultural economy; to the extent that grazing lands may not be considered “important”
as the result of the County’s use of the undefined terms, this must be corrected to clarify
that grazing lands are within the scope of “important agriculture” or “important
agricultural” lands and uses.

I19-12
cont'd

Population data included in the Existing Conditions section of the 2008 Background
Report used data from a number of sources. Because “[p]rojected populations by both
the DOF and the U.S. Census do not provide long term forecasts to 2025 … [the DEIR
remedied this] by using a straight line projection and continuing the compound growth
rates from the previous five years (i.e., 2010 through 2015)”. 2008 Background Report
at page 2-29. The Background Report circulated with the Recirculated RDEIR and GPU
(which is not entitled as a revised report) says only that “Compound average growth
rates for historic and projected growth rates were based on population data provided by
DOF.” At page 2-29.

I19-13

Are these population projections based on the same data?
Executive Summary

I19-14

CEQA requires each EIR to include a summary. AThe summary shall identify (1) Each
significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and alternatives that would reduce
or avoid that effect; (2) areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency including issues
raised by agencies and the public; and (3) issues to be resolved including the choice
among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects.@
CEQA'15123.
The RDEIR’s Executive Summary fails to include a discussion of any of the alternatives
that would reduce or avoid the environmental effects of the proposed project, either in
the section identifying the effects or in the issues to be resolved. Nor does it identify
areas of controversy, although the scope of comments submitted in response to the
prior iteration of the RDEIR and Draft General Plan Update clearly indicate that there
are several controversial aspects of the proposed project. Because the ultimate
decision maker, in this case the Board of Supervisors, is likely to rely on the Executive
Summary, the RDEIR’s failure to include even a mention of the various alternatives or
areas of controversy is more than disturbing: it suggests that the outcome of the
Update process has been predetermined, that the County is simply going through
the motions, and that public input will not be considered.
Table ES-4 sets out impacts and mitigation measures, beginning with Impact 3.1-1.
Table 4-3 in Alternatives comparing Impacts begins with Impact 3.1-3. Why were
Impacts 3/1-1 and 3.1-2 omitted from the Alternatives table?

I19-15

Tables ES-4 and 3.4-4 identify Impact 3.4-2 as “The proposed project would not result
in the wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy in the construction

I19-16
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and operation of new buildings.” The text at page 3.4-29 in the RDEIR, which identifies
the Impact itself, says “The proposed project could result in….” etc. Please correct this
inconsistency.

I19-16
cont'd

Project Description
On page 2-5, the RDEIR identifies one of the objectives of the General Plan Update as
“Allow existing and outdated agricultural facilities in rural areas to be retrofitted and
used for new agricultural related businesses (including value added processing
facilities) subject to specified criteria.” Please identify where these criteria are set
out.

I19-17

The General Plan identifies this same Guiding Principle as “Allow existing and outdated
agricultural facilities in rural areas to be retrofitted and used for new agricultural related
businesses (including non-agricultural uses) if they provide employment. (emphasis
added) As contained in the GPU, this principle is both internally inconsistent – nonagricultural uses are not new agriculture-related businesses – and inconsistent with the
objective set out on page 2-5 of the RDEIR. Troublingly, the language used in the GPU
would permit the transformation of existing – but not necessarily outdated – ag facilities
to be converted into commercial uses that are incompatible
with agriculture – such as
I19-13
party barns. Please make the GPU language consistent with the language used in
the RDEIR.

I19-18

The RDEIR identifies as a Key Policy Change (or possibly just as Project Information)
the following:
Provide clear criteria for when and how unincorporated communities and hamlets
can grow. Communities would have to fulfill specific conditions for expansion as
defined by the General Plan. The County would require that infrastructure exists
before or be provided concurrent with the new development.
RDEIR at 2-14.
But of the policies in the Planning Framework that would carry out this key change, PF
1.3 merely requires the County to “encourage” land uses that benefit from urban
services to locate within UDBs and HDBs – it does not require or limit the location of
urban land uses. This policy is cross-referenced to PF 2.8. Neither PF 1.3 nor PF 2.8
have an implementation measure. Neither one is therefore enforceable and thus
they have no effect. PF 1.3 also suggests that if the “encouragement” does not work,
development outside the UDB/HDB will be permitted if infrastructure can be provided.
The policy, as a result, is inconsistent with Policy PF 2.1 (County “shall limit” urban
development to area within UDB) and does not ensure that growth only takes place in
designated development areas. To protect agricultural and open space lands, and
to prevent urban sprawl, growth should be strictly limited to infill and
development within strong development boundaries. Please provide clear,
enforceable criteria to implement the policy.
Page 4 of 95
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PF-1.4 again only “encourages” location within UDBs and HDBs – and it also has no
implementation measure. PF 1.6, which instructs the County to designate land uses
consistent with the Land Use element and the various local plans has no
implementation measure.

I19-20

PF-2.2 permits the County to modify a community UDB on request of a special district,
the community, or apparently anyone else as part of a requested General Plan
Amendment. This policy is inconsistent with and undermines PF-2.1. A UDB may also
be expanded when 80% of the non-Williamson Act land within the UDB is developed.
Stated another way, a community UDB may be expanded when 20% of the nonWilliamson land is still available for development. The percentage should be increased
to 90% or more. See also comment above -- To protect agricultural and open
space lands, to promote infill and to prevent sprawling urbanization, growth
should be strictly limited to infill and development within strong development
boundaries.

I19-21

PF-2.7 requires development within UDBs without exception to meet an urban standard
for development, including curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and community water and sewer
systems. With respect, we suggest that imposing mandatory urban standards is
inappropriate for some communities, and should be a decision left up to the community
plan. Especially as concerns development in the foothills, imposition of urban-style
development styles in all cases would be in many cases inconsistent with the character
of the community (which would violate FGMP policy) and unwanted.

I19-22

PF-2.5 confuses the intent the GPU further by providing that if “one or more applicants”
is willing to fund a community plan update, the County will work with the applicant to
create a new plan. Does this give a developer with deep pockets control over a
community’s plan? What about collaborative partnerships with community
members willing to participate/take on tasks without the funding component?
This policy also says “Requirements for new town development shall be utilized to guide
such private/public joint planning efforts.” What does this mean?

I19-23

PF-3.2 corresponds to PF-2.2, as applied to hamlets. However, it also permits
expansion of the HDB as part of a subdivision or specific plan proposal. This extra
flexibility is likely to make the HDB so flexible as to have no real effect, and
should be removed. The comments to PF-2.2 also apply here.

I19-24

Another Key Change identified at page 2-14 of the RDEIR is: Expand upon the existing
new town policy. New criteria for evaluating proposals Awould@ include a fiscally neutral
or positive impact on the County, an infrastructure Master Plan must be prepared,
demonstrated access to water (but not impact on supply?) and the project Amust
strive@ to have balanced mix of land uses. What does this mean? Does this
encompass requiring sufficient employment opportunities to prevent creation of
bedroom communities?

I19-25

CEQA requires that the project definition include the whole of an action that has the

I19-26

Page 5 of 95
3-1356

Letter I19
Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

potential to harm the environment. The proposed location of an action is a key aspect
of this definition, because it is frequently the site of the project which dictates the harm it
may cause. See CEQA Guidelines '15378. The “Urban Development Boundaries”
section of the Project Description “assumes that a majority of future growth will occur
within the CACUDBs for the County’s cities and communities.” The assumption is
unsupported by – and is in fact contradicted by -- the policies of the GPU, which
establish large new UDBs for 11 hamlets, which will be exempt from the provisions of
the Rural Valley Lands Plan and the Foothill Growth Management Plan and their related
building standards; propose an entirely new “regional growth corridor” concept to direct
development along highways 65 and 99; and which greatly expand upon the existing
“new town” policy by adding an entirely new “Planned Community Area” component.

I19-26
cont'd

The locations of the regional growth corridors have not been established, but are simply
expected to be adopted through “future amendments to the General Plan Land Use
Designation Map.” RDEIR at 2-13. As a result, the impact of this entire planning
framework is unknown and unknowable. Significantly, “lands within these corridors will
also be exempt from the Rural Valley Lands Plan” to allow the County to “maximize the
economic development potential of areas located along major transportation routes for
uses such as industrial, regional retail, office parks, and highway commercial.” Id. How
does this significant new provision further the objective of protecting important
agricultural resources and scenic natural lands? Limit rural urban sprawl? What
will be permitted, and what impact will this “maximization” have on the County’s
air quality, water needs and supply, etc? The GPU also indicates that “interim
policies would be established until regional growth corridor plans are adopted.” Why
haven’t those interim policies been established in connection with the proposal to
establish the corridors? Again, it is impossible to analyze even the preliminary impacts
of the proposed corridors on the level of detail provided in this RDEIR.
Under the GPU, the County “may adopt corridor plans as: Urban Corridor Plans, located
within urban boundaries such as Mooney Boulevard; Regional Growth Corridor Plans,
located along major transportation routes outside urban boundaries; and Scenic
Highway Corridor Plans, located along routes established or eligible as State Scenic
Highways.” GPU Part I, page 2-1. Developed Urban Corridor Plans are likely to
conflict or with or interfere with orderly growth of the adjacent city or community.
How will these Plans be coordinated with City or community plans? Why would
the County even contemplate adopting a growth corridor to maximize the
development potential for industrial, regional retail, office parks, and highway
commercial uses along a scenic highway?? This is untenable. If the intent of the
County is not to permit such uses along scenic highways and routes, it should include
an appropriate restriction in the GPU. Without specific standards, any development
may ultimately be permitted as compatible with the General Plan.

I19-27

The County has also “not yet” adopted any proposed boundaries for the large Planned
Community Areas; there are no Planned Community Areas indicated at all either on the
Land Use Map or in the text of the GPU and RDEIR. Where the new town policies,
including the new planned community area policies, do not identify specific sites where

I19-28
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new towns can be built, or the projected size and scope of these new towns, but rather
create guidelines that permit them to be built virtually anywhere in the county, those
policies are insufficient to identify and analyze the impacts of adopting the draft General
Plan.

I19-28
cont'd

The RDIER asserts that

I19-29

Future development subsequent to the general Plan 2030 Update
would primarily occur in or adjacent to existing developed urban
areas, within the County Adopted City Urban Development
Boundaries, County Adopted City Urban Area Boundaries, Hamlet
Development Boundaries (HDBs), Planned Community Areas (PCAs),
Mountain Service Centers (MSCs), and Development Corridors in the
Foothill Growth Management Plan (FGMP). These land use patterns
allow for the logical extension and utilization of exiting utilities, public
services, and other amenities such as proximity to employment
centers, commercial uses, and public transit. Such land use patterns
reduce dependence on motor vehicles and allows [sic] for stronger
public transportation systems and development of pedestrian and
bicycle paths.”
RDEIR at 3.4-26 and 3.4-27.
We agree that development in or adjacent to existing developed urban areas is the way
to go, for all the cited reasons. But the proposed regional development corridors
and PCAs that will facilitate the creation of entire new towns anywhere in the
County are entirely contrary to the concept; they should be completely eliminated
as possibilities. Tulare County’s own consultants have calculated that there is
absolutely no need for new towns, and the people of the County don’t want them.
Please listen.
Figure 2-2, Land Use Diagram, does not adequately disclose the County circulation
system, as the only roadways shown are the state highways, none of which service the
designated Development Corridors.

I19-30

Figure 2-3, the RVLP portion of the LU Diagram, which is intended to show the Regional
Planning Framework Land Use Designations & Boundaries, shows only gross outlines
of UDBs, UABs & HDBs - not enough detail to discern where the boundaries actually lie.
While parcel-level detail is not required, the map must present a well-defined
geographic area to assist in planning. This map also shows no Regional Corridors, and
no Planned Community Zones are shown, which makes analysis of the impact those
developments are likely to cause impossible. The GPU should specify the areas in
which regional corridors, new towns and Planned Community Areas may be
considered to facilitate analysis of their impacts. Or, preferably, new towns and
PCAs should simply be removed from the GPU as inconsistent with the wishes and
values of Tulare County’s citizens and other policies of the GPU.

I19-31
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Environmental Analysis
General comments
The text at page 3.1-5 indicates that designated candidate scenic highways and County
scenic roads are shown on Figure 3.1-2, entitled Scenic Resources. Figure 3.1-2,
however, does not identify any of the county-designated scenic roads or routes. (As
scenic resources, the map shows only State Highways 190 and 198, and the Kern River
(two branches). The majority of designated points on the map are historic markers –
which is a good thing to have mapped, but they are not scenic resources.) Please
provide a map that fully documents the scenic resources of the County.

I19-32

The text at page 3.1-5 also apparently intended to list designated candidate scenic
highways and County scenic roads. This information is missing.
The preservation of views of the night sky has been identified as valuable to the
community. RDEIR at 3.1-16. Yet the provisions adopted by the GPU do very little to
recognize or implement protection of the night skies throughout the County. ERM 5.18,
entitled “Night Sky Protection” only requires the County to “determine the best means by
which to protect the visibility of the night sky” upon “demonstrated interest by a
community, mountain service center, or hamlet.” And the sole Implementation Measure
(ERM IM 40) for this policy says only “The County shall encourage and assist
community service districts (CSD), or similar local entities to assume parkland
acquisition, development, operations, and maintenance functions in established areas.”
Which does not really implement the policy of protecting the night sky. Please see the
International Dark-Sky website, www.darksky.org, for invaluable information on
the effects of light pollution, ordinances adopted by other communities (of all
sizes), lighting standards, and more. Tulare County should adopt and implement
similar provisions to protect our night vistas. (As more and more areas elsewhere
become light-polluted, the clear, starry skies of Tulare County could become a tourist
draw in their own right. Astronomers have conferences and conventions too….)

I19-33

The impact analysis in Chapter 3 is confusing. On page 3.1-26 the RDEIR assumes
that some new development will result in changes to views in all portions of the County,
but that a majority of anticipated development-related changes will take place in the
unincorporated communities in the Valley. This is inconsistent with the County’s
expectation that most new growth will take place within the incorporated cities. The
Chapter goes on to observe that new development would alter the existing open space
views from the unincorporated communities, and that even with the proposed GPU
policies, the impact is considered potentially significant. On page 3.1-28, this same
development is identified as significant. And then it concludes that after implantation of
mitigation measures, the impact is now significant and unavoidable. Please explain. 3

I19-34

3
Note: the RDEIR does not set out the threshold standards adopted by the County by
which to measure the impact of the development discussed. As a result, it appears that the
analysis has considered any development to have “significant and unavoidable” environmental
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On page 3.1-31 the RDEIR notes that buildout of the project would create substantial
new sources of light or glare and references policies LU-7.18 and LU-7.19 as designed
to mitigate the impact. The GPU does not, however, take the proactive step of requiring
specific shielding of light sources or any other specific steps to prevent light pollution.
Please see, again, the resources available at www. Darksky.org. (See also
comment re: LU-7.18 above.)

I19-35

Analysis Comments
The RDEIR applies only token analyses to identify the possible environmental effects
that could result from adoption of the proposed GPU, looking only to those policies
consistent with the County’s proposed plan (unless forced to do so by State or Federal
law), and doing very little to identify (or rejecting without real analysis) new or innovative
ways to avoid or mitigate the identified possible effects.

I19-36

For instance, the RDEIR concludes that the possibility that “proposed project could
conflict with other applicable adopted land use plans” (Impact 3.1-2) is “less than
significant,” and maintains that no mitigation measures “beyond currently proposed
general plan policies and implementation measures” are required. This is tantamount to
saying that the County does not need to hold elections because it plans to adopt a plan
that eliminates elections. The RDEIR can only conclude that the proposed plan does
not conflict with long-standing policies of the Foothill Growth Management Plan and the
Rural Valley Lands Plan because the proposed plan makes major changes to land
uses, and how land use decisions may be made, under those plans. (Notably, the
proposed plan seeks to exempt from each of those existing plans any developments
within urban area boundaries).
The FGMP is cited in support of mitigation of environmental impacts throughout the
RDEIR. In most cases, the cited provisions do not support the analysis.

I19-37

For example:
x

Impact 3.1-3 The proposed project would substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of scenic resources or vistas.

consequences. While some might agree with that assessment, it does not allow for realistic
comparative evaluations of the various Alternatives required under CEQA: any development at
all, in any location results in a finding of “significant and unavoidable.” And as a further result,
the RDEIR was able to justify not recommending or adopting either of the admittedly
environmentally superior alternatives to the proposed project -- the City Centered and
“Confined” Growth alternatives – because the impacts in a few areas were considered “similar”
to those of the proposed GPU. This even though the same analysis acknowledged that the
impacts in virtually all other areas were less than those of the GPU.
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The RDEIR concludes that adopting the proposed General Plan Update will
result in Impact 3.1-3 having a Substantial and Unavoidable effect under
CEQA. The RDEIR then cites FGMP Policies 1.7, 6.1 – 6.4 and
Implementation Measure 13 as measures that will reduce or mitigate the
anticipated Significant and Unavoidable impacts. However, FGMP Policy 1.7
encourages commercial recreation uses (and thus additional development,
traffic, air pollution, etc. ) near natural features; Policy 6.1 purports to protect the
visual qualities of State Highways 190 and 198 but doesn't apply to any other
roads within the FGMP area, and Policy 6.2 requires the county to identify scenic
roads but nothing more. Moreover Policy 6.2 has no Implementation Measure
so the policy is not only unenforceable but will do nothing to mitigate the
anticipated significant impact.

I19-37
cont'd

Policy 6.3 does require the county to require compliance with FGMP
development standards BUT if, as the County states elsewhere, development will
be directed to PCAs within the foothills, that development will be exempt from the
critical resource- based Level III and Level IV review, which assesses the
suitability of the proposed development for that particular site. This undermines
the foundation of the FGMP.

I19-38

Policy 6.4 applies only to development corridors, while the goal to which it is
linked applies throughout the foothills. Under this Policy and its defective IM-14,
only vistas within development corridors would be protected; the rest of the
FGMP area is left uncovered.

I19-39

IM 13 deals only with development of new subdivisions (and then only requires
that impairments be minimal), thus leaving open expansions or improvements to
existing structures, and development other than subdivisions, which will also
impact the scenic visual character of the foothills. IM 13 also simply requires
subdivision plans to be “reviewed” by Site Plan Review – there are no guidelines,
and no provision that directs the County to create and adopt measurable
guidelines or any other means of evaluating visual impact of development (and
experience is that the environment of development other than slope is not even
asked about - most planners appear unfamiliar with the foothills). To make the IM
even less reliable, the entire section in the current FGMP that establishes the
FGMP Site Plan Review process has been eliminated from the revised FGMP.

I19-40

The EIR discussion of Impact 3.1-3 also cites FGMP Policy 8.18 as a mitigation
measure that will “ensure that hilltop development is designed to preserve the
existing skyline and scenic panorama of the foothills,” and Policy 8.19 as
encouraging preservation of unique scenic resources in the foothills. However,
Policy 8.18 is itself inherently inconsistent -- any “hilltop” development will by
definition change the skyline; it therefore cannot be considered a measure that
will “preserve” it. To be effective, the policy should prohibit hilltop development.

I19-41

Cited Policy 8.19 is also weak as a mitigation measure – it “encourages”

I19-42
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x

x

maintenance and protection of unique open spaces, riparian woodlands, oak
groves, rock formations and vistas but then relies on an even weaker IM that
simply requires the general level of site plan review (again with no language that
establishes or revises site plan review guidelines, methods or standards which
could ensure identification and protection of the open spaces etc.). Moreover,
the site plan review committee is not the final decision-maker – its
recommendation simply gets "reported" to the unidentified “appropriate” decision
maker.

I19-42
cont'd

Although not cited or discussed in the text of Impact 3.1-3, the chart of Mitigation
Policies and Implementation Measures on page 3.1-27 also cites FGMP Policy
1.5. This Policy “encourages” the use of curvilinear streets, vegetation
reestablishment on cuts and fills, cluster development, and housing site locations
that blend into the landscape rather than becoming a focal point, but again relies
only on the unchanged site plan review process. More disturbingly, as newly
revised in connection with the General Plan Update, the language of the existing
FGMP policy (which is or was Goal 3 Policy 3), the mandatory language (“new
development SHALL be designed “) has been replaced with the ineffective
admonition to “encourage” new development to employ the cited design criteria.
This does nothing to mitigate the impact of the proposed project and in fact
makes the impact on scenic resources more likely than it would have been
without the revision.
The RDEIR fatalistically then concludes that “No additional technologically or
economically feasible mitigation measures are currently available to reduce this
impact to less than a significant level.”

I19-43

These same (above) policies and implementation measure are cited in the
RDEIR in mitigation of Impact 3.1-4 (The proposed project would
substantially degrade the quality of scenic corridors or views from scenic
roadways.) SU and
Impact 3.1-5 (The proposed project would create a new source of
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the County.) SU

I19-44

As pointed out above, the policies and IM are ineffective or counterproductive.
Impacts 3.1-4 and 3.1-5 also cite FGMP IM 14 as a mitigating measure. IM 14
requires the County to promote the use of cluster development, greater setback
distances, landscaping, and innovative lot design to protect scenic corridors
within the County, and to incorporate provisions for the use of these tools into the
County's land development ordinances. The language of IM 14 would make a
good policy, but it does not provide a measurable means of implementing the
policies. In particular, insofar as Impact 3.1-5 is concerned none of the cited
policies or Implementation Measures address light pollution or glare, nor do they
address means of reducing light pollution or glare. The International Dark-Sky
Association’s website (www.darksky.org) contains a wealth of resources,
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including ordinances adopted by other jurisdictions, that would aid the County in
preparing, and implementing real measures to avoid these impacts. But since
none of the policies cited in mitigation actually mitigate the identified impacts, the
RDEIR could not conclude other than that the impact was significant and
unavoidable.

I19-44
cont'd

On the basis of limited and conclusory analysis, the RDEIR concludes that
as to Impacts 3.1-3 and 3.1-4, “No additional technologically feasible
mitigation measures are currently available to reduce this impact to a less
than significant level.”

I19-45

This conclusion is patently false. What if the County adopted an alternative
General Plan, under which development was directed only to existing
communities (cities, communities, hamlets) without exceptions and
loopholes, and further directed only to within existing development
boundaries? The RDEIR identifies both the City-Centered Growth
Alternative and the “Confined” Growth Alternative as superior to the
proposed Plan, reducing the environmental impacts identified in Impacts
3.1-3, 4 and 5 – even with application of the same flawed policies and
implementation measures used in the GPU. Had either or both of these
Alternatives been properly evaluated with alternative sets of principles,
policies, standards and plans, and implementation measures as directed
under the State Guidelines, an accurate assessment of the environmental
impacts would have been attained – and would more than likely have
shown the impacts reduced even further. If the County had considered a
truly smart growth alternative, such as the one suggested by the Tulare
County Citizens for Responsible Growth in its 2008 Comments, these
Impacts would likely have been reduced even further -- perhaps even to
Less Than Significant , which should be the goal of the Update process.
Why did the County fail to consider a properly constituted range of
alternatives?
x

Impact 3.1-5 The proposed project would create a new source of
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the County. SU
The RDEIR rightly concludes that adopting the proposed plan will create a
significant new source o f substantial light pollution – there’s no way that plopping
entire new towns – with their accompanying houses, stores, traffic, street lights,
electric signage, billboards ,etc. -- in currently undeveloped, agricultural lands
can fail to introduce light and glare to what are now dark sky areas. The
“mitigation” measures identified by the RDEIR, however, are inadequate to
realistically do any real mitigation. As cited in the RDEIR, LU-7.18 requires the
County to “improve and maintain lighting only in park and recreation facilities to
prevent light spillage on adjoining residential areas. THERE IS NO POLICY LUPage 12 of 95
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7.18 IN THE GOALS & POLICY REPORT.
Assuming that the County can correct this deficiency, what percentage of new
light pollution is anticipated to come from park and recreation facilities,
and how will this have any real, measurable effect on the overall increase in
light levels created by new development?
The RDEIR also cites LU-7.19 as requiring the County to “ensure” that lighting in
residential areas and along County roadways “shall be designed to prevent
artificial lighting from reflecting into adjacent natural or open space areas unless
required for public safety.” While this policy is much better, once again THERE
IS NO POLICY LU-7.19 IN THE GOALS & POLICY REPORT.

I19-46
cont'd
I19-47

I19-48

How can either of these nonexistent policies contribute to mitigation of a
substantial environmental impact from lighting?

x

Impact 3.2-1 (The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in
vehicular traffic.) is identified as also Significant and Unavoidable. The
RDEIR once again concludes that “No additional technologically feasible
mitigation measures are currently available to reduce this impact to a less
than significant level.” And once again – what if the County adopted one of
the reasonable and more effective Alternatives? Both the City Centered and
“Confined Growth” Alternatives are identified by the RDEIR as being
environmentally superior, having lesser impacts. A truly smart/healthy
growth policy – one without the loopholes and inconsistent elements built
in to the Confined Growth alternative – is one stunningly evident mitigation
measure the County could have adopted.

I19-49

Impact 3.2-4 The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in
public transit usage.

I19-50

The RDEIR concedes that adoption of the proposed plan renders this effect Less
Than Significant. However, substantially increasing public transit usage is,
in the context of this GPU, a good thing – increased public transit usage will
reduce VMT, decrease GHGs by reducing dependence on individual private
vehicles, and improve our air quality. The fact that the proposed GPU will NOT
have a significant impact on public transit usage is a result of the County’s
refusal to adopt a healthy-growth alternative to the proposed GPU (even though
two such proposals were submitted in response to the 2008 draft, and even
though the County maintains that it did consider both a city-centered growth and
what it labeled a “confined” growth alternative. As discussed elsewhere,
because the County inappropriately assumed that the policies and
implementation measures from its preferred plan would also be incorporated into
any Alternative, its analyses of the Alternatives was skewed – and predictably,
every plan gave the same result.
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Had the County followed the State Guidelines, which direct the development of
alternative sets of principles, policies, standards and plans, and even alternative
implementation measures for each Alternative (see Guidelines at 43), more
accurate measures of environmental impact would have been obtained. How
could a plan that directed growth to existing cities and communities, where
infrastructure including public transit already exists, and which promoted infill
development and reduced distances between homes and destinations instead of
encouraging the development of entirely new towns in currently undeveloped
areas and “transportation corridors” – i.e., along highways -- not significantly
increase public transit use??

I19-51

Impact 3.2-4 cites FGMP Policy 8.16 (which “encourages” the concentration of
development along major travel routes to allow for future public transportation
services and minimize travel distances to frequently used facilities) as a
mitigating policy that contributes to the County’s conclusion that the impact of the
proposed GPU will be Less Than Significant. Because Policy 8.16 has no
Implementation Measure it cannot be enforced. Its mitigation ability is therefore
nil. Please also see comments on Policy 8.16, above.

I19-52

Impact 3.3-1 (The proposed project could expose a variety of sensitive land
uses to construction-related air quality emissions).

I19-53

The RDEIR concludes that buildout of the GPU will have a Less Than
Significant effect resulting from air quality emissions connected to construction.
The RDEIR’s analysis, however, is significantly flawed. Equally flawed is the
RDEIR’s conclusion that no mitigation measures “beyond currently proposed
General Plan policies and Implementation Measures” are required.
Because buildout would occur in both incorporated cities and in unincorporated
parts of the county, the RDEIR took the perplexing view that the incorporated
cities are not part of the County; it considered only unincorporated County lands
as the organizational boundary for the assessment. The RDEIR’s assessment
therefore did not include emissions “associated with incorporated cities within
Tulare County, even though emissions generated by that part of growth that is
ultimately directed to the cities will inevitably impact the rest of the county (and
the region as well.) RDEIR at 3.3-16. The RDEIR analysis completes fails to
take any emissions from that development into account. How can an analysis
that excludes 80% of anticipated development cannot have realistically
considered cumulative or indirect impacts? Moreover, because under the
proposed GPU, development may be permitted to create additional new towns,
Planned Community Areas, Development Corridors in entirely unspecified areas,
how did the RDEIR assess the impact of those developments? How did it
determine whether the new development would be located near sensitive
land uses or not? The only limitation on this growth in the unincorporated
areas of the County are the minimum 200-acre size for PCAs!
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On an even more basic level, no real analysis of the anticipated impact of
construction is possible because the GPU establishes no limits on construction,
and does not delineate the locations where construction may occur. How do you
know if sensitive land uses will be impacted when you don’t know where the
impacts will emanate from?

I19-55

The RDEIR claims that it has taken development projects/ General Plan
Amendments and Initiatives approved for unincorporated areas of the County
into consideration in evaluating the cumulative environmental impacts. But the
analysis then concludes that “Construction activity that would occur over the next
several years in accordance with the proposed project would cause temporary,
short-term emissions of various air pollutants within all of the County’s individual
planning areas.” RDEIR at 3.3-18. However, construction under the GPU is not
limited to “the next several years” – the planning period extends over twenty
years. Construction of just one project, the proposed new Yokohl Valley town of
10,000 houses, several golf courses, a ranch resort lodge enclave, and
commercial center – along with the associated roads and infrastructure is
expected to be completed over the course of 20 – 30 years. 4 This is not short
term, and the emissions caused by construction in this otherwise dry valley over
the course of 30 years cannot be considered “temporary”.

I19-56

In apparent contradiction with the RDEIR’s ultimate conclusion regarding this
Impact, the analysis comments that “given the amount of development
associated with implementation of the proposed project, it is reasonable to
assume that some large-scale construction activity would exceed
SJVAPCD adopted thresholds over the next 21 years and would potentially
increase health risks associated with criteria pollutant exposure, such as
lung irritation from ozone and mortality and morbidity from respirable
particulate matter, during the temporary duration of construction.” RDEIR at
3.3-18. 5

I19-57

How then, does the RDEIR reach the conclusion that the overall Impact is
“less than significant”? How does a 21-year timespan amount to
“temporary, short term” exposure?

4
See February 7, 2006 Staff Report GPI 05-011 – Request by the J.G. Boswell Company
and the Eastlake Company to Allow the Filing of a General Plan Amendment to the Tulare
County General Plan, Including the Foothill Growth Management Plan, at 4.

I19-56
cont'd

5
The RDEIR also confusingly discloses that “Impact statements provided in this section
address the intent of the CEQA Guideline questions specific to the topic of air quality, yet are
not taken verbatim from the Guidelines. Instead, impact statements have been tailored to fit the
General Plan 2030 Update.” What does this mean?

I19-57
cont'd
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Impact 3.3.-2: The proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants that result in a violation
of an air quality standard.

I19-58

For all the reasons set out in comments on 3.3-1 above, the RDEIR appropriately
concludes that the likely impact of the proposed GPU on air quality is Significant
and Unavoidable. As shown in Table 3.3-5 and explained at page 3.3-20,
“future growth in accordance with the proposed project would exceed the
SJVAPCD thresholds for ROG and PM10. These operational emissions would
increase the potential to expose people to pollutant concentrations that exceed
the health-based standards . . . that have been determined to result in health
impacts, such as lung irritation from ozone and mortality and morbidity from
respirable particulate matter.”
The RDEIR’s conclusion that “No additional technologically or
economically feasible mitigation measures are currently available to reduce
this impact to less than significant level” is questionable at best. The
RDEIR indicates that the County recognizes that it must take some action to
comply with Federal air quality regulations applicable to the entire San Joaquin
Valley. But The RDEIR also recognizes that a significant source of air pollution in
the County comes from dairy and feed lot operations. Both of these activities
may be regulated to significantly reduce the overall levels of pollutants.
x

Impact 3.4-1 (The proposed project could result in the wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy by residential, commercial,
industrial, or public uses associated with increased demand due to
anticipated population growth in the County), is considered “Less than
Significant.” Accordingly, the RDEIR also concludes that no mitigation is
needed “beyond currently proposed General Plan policies and implementation
measures.”

I19-59

One of the General Plan policies and implementation measures cited as leading
to those conclusions is FGMP Policy 8.16. But because Policy 8.16 has no
Implementation Measure it cannot be enforced and its mitigation ability is
therefore nil.

I19-60

The RDEIR’s conclusion that the environmental buildout impact of the proposed
GPU is “less than significant” and that no mitigation measures “beyond currently
proposed General Plan policies and implementation measures” is astounding.
The proposed GPU encourages extraordinary growth along highways, in
Development Corridors, and in new “Planned Community Areas” which are
subject to no existing land use or zoning restrictions. The County “has not yet”
designated where these new minimum 200-acre developments will be located –
so they may be located anywhere. Without knowing where these new urban
centers will be built, how many housing units will be included, whether
there will be jobs in the new centers sufficient to employ the majority of the

I19-61
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new residents so that the new town doesn’t become a bedroom community
whose residents will have to commute to the employment centers that
already exist, whether there is a sufficient water source at the location so
that energy isn’t required to transport water from elsewhere, whether the
new town will be able to provide all the services (health, fire, police,
schools, libraries, sanitation, etc.) necessary to support urban living –
without that kind of information, it is impossible for the County to have
realistically assessed any environmental impact sufficient to conclude that
the impact is negligible, as it has done here.

I19-61
cont'd

While the County has taken pains in this Revised GPU to disguise its preference
to let “the market” direct development decisions, it has not abandoned it. 6 The
County has already demonstrated its intentions to approve at least one huge,
controversial, 36,000 acre PCA in the Foothill region that is (a) not within any
designated development corridor, (b) will “overlap” the boundaries of both the
Kaweah development corridor and the Round Valley development corridor, thus
creating continuous development in one of the most scenic portions of the
county, and (c) already inducing additional growth: RMA staff has already spoken
with adjacent landowners to discuss development on those currently-agricultural
properties. 7 There is no existing infrastructure in this area, nor is there public
transportation that serves the area. Water will admittedly have to be brought in
from elsewhere 8, and the proposed housing will be part of an “active adult
village” aimed at the affluent second- or vacation-home buyer (who will travel
from and to their primary residences elsewhere in the state, thus adding to GHG
emissions.) The proposal was given the green light despite substantial public
input opposing the creation of any new towns in Tulare County at numerous
visioning workshops held across the County early in the GPU process 9, and
despite the testimony of over 100 residents at a hearing on the proposal before
the Board of Supervisors (including testimony asking the County to at least defer
making a decision until after the General Plan Update had been completed).

I19-62

6
On page 3.3-16 of the RDEIR, the County acknowledges that “While buildout will
ultimately be market driven, for modeling purposes this analysis is based on the assumption that
most uses will be developed by the year 2030 . . . .”
7
See February 7, 2006 Staff Report GPI 05-011 – Request by the J.G. Boswell Company
and the Eastlake Company to Allow the Filing of a General Plan Amendment to the Tulare
County General Plan, Including the Foothill Growth Management Plan.
Water to support this massive development is expected to be taken from Lake Kaweah, the
primary source of irrigation water used in the Valley. The RDEIR’s conclusion that the volume of

8

water needed urban uses will actually be less than that used for agriculture is incomprehensible.
How has the County accounted for year-round lawns and landscaping for the proposed houses, resort
and golf courses, in addition to domestic uses? Is it realistic to conclude these uses will consume less
water than the currently –un-irrigated grazing land??
9
See Policy Alternatives Newsletter, August 2005 at 4,5 (restrict development outside of UABs;
direct more population growth to urban centers); visioning workshops, comments to 2008 Draft GPU,
etc.
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Because the County’s actions speak more loudly than its words, it is entirely
likely that more such new growth outside established UDBs and HDBs will be
approved, which will indeed “result in the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy by residential, commercial, industrial,
or public uses associated with increased demand due to anticipated
population growth in the County.” It simply is not credible to conclude that the
growth-inducing Corridor and PCA policies of the GPU will result in a “less than
substantial” environmental impact. 10

I19-62

See also previous comments on Policy 8.16, above.
The RDEIR also cites FGMP Policy 8.17 in support of its conclusion that the
project’s likely impact from Impact 3.4-1, wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary
consumption of energy, is “less than significant.” FGMP Policy 8.17 requires the
County to “discourage” (how, exactly?) the scattering of development throughout
the foothills to reduce vehicular emissions by decreasing home to destination
distances. To implement this policy, the County is required to “concentrate rural
and urban development in the development corridors delineated on a Master
Development Plan.” However, because Master Development Plans apply only in
Planned Community Areas, and because the County has not delineated or
identified the locations of any proposed Planned Community Areas, Planned
Community Areas under this General Plan Update could be approved anywhere
in the County. Under the proposed GPU, PCAs are not restricted to areas along
public transit routes or even along major traffic thoroughfares (and in fact the one
“planned community” that the County currently has pending is proposed for an
area accessed via a minor, two-lane scenic road without regular public
transportation routes). Further, because no Planned Community Areas have
been designated, there are also no existing Master Development Plans and no
designated development corridors. Neither this Policy nor the Implementation
Measure can realistically be expected either to reduce vehicular emissions by
decreasing home to destination distances or to mitigate wasteful energy usage.
The conclusion that the anticipated impact of the GPU on inefficient or
unnecessary consumption of energy is “less than significant” is unsupportable.
Finally, Impact 3.4-1 cites also FGMP 3.1 (which “encourages” innovative design
to preserve foothill open space) as mitigating the potential for wasteful energy
use as the result of vehicle miles traveled. Because the IM associated with this
Policy (IM – 7) does not implement the policy, the policy itself is ineffective to
mitigate Impact 3.4-1. Moreover, while encouraging (or better, mandating)
higher-density development is a step in the right direction, merely condensing the
footprint of development will not necessarily reduce VMT – to effectively reduce
VMT, development must be located near existing infrastructure and destinations

Another action undermining public faith in the reliability of planning documents: to find this
proposed new town “consistent” with the FGMP, the staff report misrepresented the stated objectives of
the FGMP and presented incomplete and/or inaccurate representations of FGMP provisions to support the
developer’s request.

10
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– jobs, shopping, etc. – as well as increasing density.
Please also see comments on each of these FGMP policies, below.

I19-64
cont'd

The EIR identifies Impact 3.4-3 (The proposed project would potentially
conflict with the State goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in
California to 1990 levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable established
in AB32 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.) as Significant
and Unavoidable. It maintains, however, that the draft GPU includes a number
of policies, identified in Table 3.4-5) which would implement or support the
measures recommended by the Attorney General (“AG”) to address global
warming. Among the FGMP policies cited in Table 3.4-5 are:

I19-65

FGMP Policy 3.1 (cited in support of AG recommended measure “preserve
existing conservation areas (e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife
habitat and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas)
that provide carbon sequestration benefits” )
Policy 3.1 is unlikely to have the mitigating effect claimed, as the associated
Implementation Measure applies only to those projects that require “only Site
Plan Review” and even then, the Site Plan Review Committee only has the
authority to “review” the proposed project. The Committee is not empowered to
approve or disapprove the development. See comments regarding Policy 3.1 in
chart below. Moreover, the section establishing the Site Plan Review process for
the FGMP area has been deleted from this revised FGMP.
FGMP 8.16 (cited in support of AG recommended measure “Create an
interconnected transportation system that allows a shift in travel from
private passenger vehicles to alternative modes, including public transit
ride sharing car sharing, bicycling and walking. Before funding
transportation improvements that increase vehicle miles traveled, consider
alternatives such as increasing public transit or improving bicycle or
pedestrian travel routes.”)
Policy 8.16 is also cited in support of AG recommended measure “provide
adequate and affordable public transportation choices including expanded
bus routes and service and other transit choices such as shuttles, light rail,
and rail where feasible.”

I19-66

Policy 8.16 satisfies neither of these AG recommendations: it provides only that
“The County shall encourage the concentration of development along major
travel routes” – and then only “to allow for future public transportation services
and minimize travel distances to frequently used facilities.” (emphasis provided)
It in no way creates an interconnected transportation system or promotes a shift
from private passenger vehicles to any form of alternative transportation. In
addition the policy ’s weak direction to “encourage” development along major
travel routes to “allow for future” transportation services does not provide
adequate and affordable transportation choices – it merely hopes that such
transit services and choices will somehow happen sometime in the future and in
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the meantime makes the development attractive as a commuter community.
(And as noted in chart below, Policy 8.16 has no Implementation Measure
and thus cannot be enforced or expected to have any impact at all. A policy that
truly addressed the concerns raised by the Attorney General would specifically
provide for expanded public transportation options and routes.
The GPU’s emphasis on development in the unincorporated areas of the County,
especially in the foothills, is also inherently incompatible with the goal of shifting
transportation from vehicles to bicycles – the foothills of the Sierras are…. hills.
Residents of these new developments are not likely to commute the long
distances from the remote new development to the cities where most nonagricultural employment is and will be located by bicycle. By comparison, under
the City Centered or “Confined” Growth Alternatives, the preferred infill
development would take place primarily on nice, flat ground, and within a
reasonable bicycle ride of employment and shopping.

I19-67
cont'd

FGMP Policy 8.16 and 8.17 (cited in support of AG recommended measure
“Concentrate mixed use, and medium to higher density residential
development in areas near jobs, transit routes, schools shopping areas and
recreation.”)
Policy 8.16 encourages concentration of development along major travel routes,
but is silent as to requiring that development be located near jobs, transit routes
(other than roadways), schools, shopping areas or recreation. And as noted in
chart, above, since there is no Implementation Measure for Policy 8.16, there
can be no expectation that the policy will be enforced or have any effect.
FGMP Policy 8.17 requires the County to “discourage” (how, exactly?) the
scattering of development throughout the foothills to reduce vehicular emissions
by decreasing home to destination distances. To implement this policy, the
County is required to “concentrate rural and urban development in the
development corridors delineated on a Master Development Plan.” While Policy
8.17 expresses the hope that emissions will be reduced by decreasing home to
destination distances, because it is limited in application to Master Development
Plans (and thus to Planned Community Areas) and because Planned Community
Areas may be located anywhere in the County under the Draft GPU, it is
impossible to conclude that this policy will locate higher density development
near jobs, transit routes, etc. (It is also impossible to conclude that every
resident of a Planned Community Area will be employed within that same Area,
so the fact that a Planned Community will include some designated commercial
or retail space does not respond to the AG’s recommendation. In light of the
location of the first, all-but-officially-approved PCA in the Foothills, well away
from any infrastructure at all, it is hard to imagine how Policy 8.17 supports the
AG’s recommendation.) Please also see comments re: Policy 8.16, above.

I19-68

FGMP Policy 8.9 is cited in support of AG recommended measure “Preserve
forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands,
watersheds, groundwater recharge areas and other open space that
provide carbon sequestration benefits.”

I19-70
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FGMP Policy 8.9 restricts the removal of natural vegetation, except for wildland
fire prevention purposes. However, Policy 8.9 has no Implementation
Measure and thus is mere wishful thinking. It cannot be enforced and can have
no expected mitigating impact. Please see further comments on Policy 8.9 in
chart, below. Once again, the devil is in the details -- the analysis done to
assess the environmental impact adoption of the proposed GPU will have is
unreliable.

I19-70
cont'd

FGMP 8.12 (cited in support of AG recommended measure “Protect existing
trees and encourage the planting of new trees. Adopt a tree protection and
replacement ordinance, e.g., requiring that trees larger than a specified
diameter that area removed to accommodate development must be
replaced at a set ratio.”)
FGMP 8.12 prohibits “unnecessary removal of native trees on development sites
prior to approval of development” but depends only on the Site Plan Review
Committee – which has no direction to even inquire about tree locations or
removals and which does not have the authority to approve or deny a
development proposal -- for implementation. The policy does not meet the
standard recommended by the Attorney General, because (1) it is unnecessarily
limited to removal of trees “prior to approval of development plans” and thus does
not really protect native trees at all. Trees are routinely removed before permits
are applied for even though this policy has been in effect since 1981. (2) Since
there is also no requirement that development plans not be approved if they
require removal of native trees, or to require mitigation if trees must be removed,
the policy is ineffective to protect trees as part of Site Plan Review. (3) Who
determines what is “unnecessary” and how? Moreover, the section establishing
the Site Plan Review process for the FGMP area has been deleted from this
revised FGMP – it simply doesn’t exist.
The County has been urged to adopt an ordinance to protect native trees for
several years, without success. Numerous examples of ordinances have been
provided to the County and various organizations have volunteered to assist the
County in drafting an appropriate ordinance. The Planning Commission directed
RMA to re-open its files on a tree ordinance over a year and a half ago. Why
doesn’t the Draft GPU include a real, viable, enforceable tree ordinance ??
Please also see comments on Policy 8.12 in chart, below.

I19-71

FGMP 8.3 & 8.15 (cited in support of AG recommended measure “Address
expected effects of climate change that may impact public safety, including
increased risk of wildfires, flooding and sea level rise, salt water intrusion;
and health effects of increased heat and ozone, through appropriate
policies and programs.”)
FGMP 8.3 requires the County to prohibit development of residences or
permanent structures within the 100-year floodway; FGMP 8.15 restricts
development in chaparral areas. However, neither FGMP 8.3 nor 8.15 have
any Implementation Measures at all. These policies are inadequate under the
State Guidelines, which require every policy to have at least one Implementation

I19-72
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x

Measure – and neither therefore effectively addresses the concerns raised by the
Attorney General.

I19-72
cont'd

Impact 3.6-1 (The proposed project could violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality) cites
FGMP 8.6 in support of the EIR’s conclusion that policies implemented under the
draft GPU render the potential impact less than significant. The policy is
described as identifying a water source that should be protected from water
quality impacts.

I19-73

FGMP 8.6 and its implementation measure (see chart, below) require drainage
plans for development in the Frazier Valley watershed to avoid aggravating
downstream flooding – thus, this policy does nothing to protect water quality in
the rest of the Foothill area.

x

This Impact is supposedly also mitigated by the policies implementing new towns
and PCAs, PF-.2. There is no Implementation Measure for PF-5.2! Thus all
the supposed “criteria” to be used in evaluating new town proposals are
meaningless.

I19-74

Impact 3.6-2 (The proposed project would result in impacts to the
groundwater supply, recharge and secondary impacts to groundwater
resources) is deemed Significant and Unavoidable; The RDEIR concludes
that no additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation
measures are currently available to reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.

I19-75

The primary recharge area in the County is the foothill agricultural land, which the
County consistently devalues as “of lesser value” than the intensely cultivated
agricultural lands in the Valley, and into which the GPU directs extended
development. Expanding the lands open to urban development in the foothill
areas, as promoted by the proposed GPU 11, will inevitably impact the
groundwater supply on which most of the County, including the Valley agriculture
and cities, depend upon. How can this level of conversion be less than
significant? Why does the RDEIR not recognize that at least two of the
Alternatives to the proposed plan are indeed technologically and
economically feasible measures that will reduce the impact of urban
development in unincorporated areas of the County, and that an even more
effective alternative was proposed to the County in Comments submitted in
2008?
FGMP Implementation Measure 33 is cited in Impact 3.6-4 as one of the
supporting “policies designed to minimize water quality impacts associated with
11
Once again, the green-lighted proposal to develop in Yokohl Valley is the poster child for “market-driven”
development that will have significant environmental impacts that could be avoided through the adoption of a
responsible growth plan.
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stormwater, water and wastewater utility infrastructure needed to serve existing
and planned urban areas”. FGMP IM-33 reads “The Planning Commission and
the Board of Supervisors shall consider the financing plan during their review and
consideration of the specific plan, Master Development Plan, or Area
Development Plan. The financing plan shall be used as a basis for establishing
programs and standards within the specific plan, Master Development Plan, or
Area Development Plan which mitigate or avoid the adverse fiscal impact of
development upon local public service agencies and County agencies.”
(emphasis added)
FGMP IM-33 minimizes the economic effect of development on the County, but
does not minimize water quality impacts.

I19-76
cont'd

Impact 3.6-3 (The proposed project could substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river in a manner which would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in on- or off-site flooding.”)

I19-77

The RDEIR has assessed this likely impact as “less than significant” and
concludes that no additional mitigation measures are required beyond the
policies in the proposed GPU. Given the substantial amount of development
in areas that are now completely undeveloped under the proposed GPU, and the
County’s demonstrated willingness to permit developments in which the courses
of at least one stream is contemplated, the RDEIR’s conclusion that the impact is
“less than significant” is suspect. In addition, many of the policies and
implementation measures cited as mitigating the potential impact are ineffective.
Among the policies cited as supporting the RDEIR’s conclusions are FGMP
Policies 8.2; 8.7; 8.8; and 8.12. Policy 8.7 encourages cluster development,
narrower road widths, minimized cut and fill projects to minimize soil
disturbances, and new roads in the foothills that should, whenever possible,
conform to the natural contours of the existing foothill landscape. The
Implementation Measures associated with Policy 8.7 do not, however, implement
the policy: IM-3 deals only with grading and stabilization of slopes greater than
15 percent; IM-14 requires the County to promote the use of cluster
development, greater setback distances, landscaping, and innovative lot design
to protect scenic corridors; and IM-25 requires developers to phase road
construction to correspond with the phases of the development proposal. None
of these policies address alteration of drainage patterns. They do not, therefore
properly contribute to mitigation of the identified impact, or to a finding
that the potential impact is less than significant and that no additional
mitigation measures are required.
Policy 8.8 does require erosion mitigation in new development projects, but the
Implementation Measure associated with the policy is limited to development on
slopes greater than 15%. Policy 8.8 itself is therefore inadequate, and cannot
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have contributed to a finding of “less than significant.”
Policy 8.12 prohibits the unnecessary removal of trees from a site prior to
approval of development plans but does not prohibit removal of trees during site
plan review or after plans have been approved, nor does it require mitigation.
Even if preservation of trees (which could indeed minimize soil erosion thereby
reducing surface runoff) were an enforceable policy under the FGMP (or any
other County policy), merely prohibiting removal of trees prior to plan approval
will not do so. Please see also the comments on the FGMP policies and IMs
themselves in the chart, below.
x

Impact 3.7-1 (The proposed project could result in substantial soil erosion
or the loss of topsoil) is identified as “less than significant”. Policies
contributing to this finding include FGMP Policies 1.11; 4.1; 8.2; 8.7; 8.8, 8.10;
8.11; 8.12 and 9.4, which the EIR says were “developed to address a variety of
environmental issues (including soil erosion). . . . With implementation of [these
policies] and implementation measures, this impact is considered less than
significant.” (emphasis in original).

I19-79
cont'd
I19-80

I19-81

FGMP 1.11 deals with the visual impact to the skyline from hilltop development,
policies 4.1 and 8.10 have no Implementation Measures; 8.7 , 8.8 and 8. 12 are
discussed above; 8.11 prohibits development on slopes of 30% or greater
unless the developer can mitigate the problems inherent in building on slopes.
None of these measures would mitigate the impact on soil erosion or loss of
topsoil resulting from implementation of the draft General Plan Update.
Similarly, the Implementation Measures cited in the analysis of Impact 3.7-1 -IMs 7, 14 and 33 – do not mitigate. IM 7 simply requires site plan review for
projects “that only require site plan review”; IM 14 promotes cluster development
and other design tools to preserve scenic quality, and IM 33 protects the County
from fiscal consequences resulting from development projects that require
additional infrastructure. They do not mitigate the potential for substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil should the draft GPU be implemented. The
RDEIR’S conclusion that no mitigation measures beyond those policies
included in the proposed GPU are required is inaccurate and insufficient.
x

In discussing Impact 3.8-6 (The proposed project could expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires.), the RDEIR states at page3.8-34 that FGMP Policies 10.2 and 10.3
“provide requirements regarding fire safety and building standards for new
development.” Neither of these policies has an Implementation Measure.
Without Implementation Measures, these policies cannot be considered to have
any effect. The RDEIR’s conclusion that the impact would be Less than
Significant or that no mitigation is required beyond that cited in the policies of
the proposed GPU.
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Table ES-4 indicates that the likelihood of Impact 3.9-1 (The proposed project
would require new or expanded water supplies, facilities and entitlements)
is Significant and Unavoidable, and that “no additional technologically or
economically feasible mitigation measures are currently available to reduce
this impact to less than significant level.”

I19-83

Inconsistently, the RDIER concludes its discussion of Impact 3.9-1 by noting
that “even with implementation of the below mentioned policies, this impact is
considered potentially significant.” At page 3.9-49. Among the “below mentioned
policies” in the discussion section is FGMP Policy 9.2, which requires the County
to “require evidence, prior to project approval, which (1) describes a safe and
reliable method of wastewater treatment and disposal; and (2) substantiates an
adequate water supply for domestic and fire protection purposes.” Unfortunately,
this policy has no Implementation Measure, meaning it cannot be implemented
or enforced, and cannot have been reasonably relied on in determining either the
overall impact of the proposed project or that there are no feasible mitigation
measures.
One obvious mitigation measure available to the County is the adoption of a
reasonable, smart or healthy growth alternative to the proposed “market driven”
plan that actually requires enforceable policies and implementation measures
designed to reduce water consumption, promotes recycling and use of grey
water for irrigation purposes, and incorporates at the least LEED-ND standards
for new development or improvements, with specific, quantifiable and
measurable implementation measures. And then to actually enforce the policies.
x

x

The RDEIR cites FGMP Policies 11.2 and 11.3 in support of its conclusion that
the likelihood that The proposed project would increase the need or use of
fire protection services in the County (Impact 3.9-5) is “less than significant.”
These same two policies – 11.2 and 11.3 are also cited in connection with
Impact 3.9-6 (The proposed project would increase the need or use of law
enforcement services in the County.), which is also considered “less than
significant.” There is no Policy 11.2 or Policy 11.3 (or any Policy 11 at all) in
the revised FGMP. (FGMP Policies 10.2 and 10.3 do deal with fire protection
and law enforcement, but neither of these policies have an Implementation
Measure and as such they are of no effect.

I19-84

Impact 3.10-1 The proposed project would result in the substantial
conversion of important farmlands to non-agricultural uses. Significant
and Unavoidable.

I19-86

The County maintains that preservation of agricultural resources is a key goal of
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the draft General Plan 2030 Update, that the policies of the draft GPU call for the
continued recognition of agriculture as the primary land use in the Valley and
Foothill regions of the County, and cites among those policies FGMP1.10 and
5.1. But as revised, the protections for agricultural uses in the current Foothill
Growth Management Plan have been decimated. Important existing policies
have been completely eliminated, without either explanation or disclosure. (See
comments to revised Goal 5 in chart below.)

I19-86
cont'd

FGMP Policy 1.10 limits residential densities only within the development corridor
areas of Success Valley, and then, only in order to avoid conflicts with intensive
agricultural uses in the Valley – it does nothing to protect agriculture in the
Foothill region.

I19-87

FGMP 5.1 merely duplicates the language of Goal 5, and then weakens its
impact by the discretionary “wherever possible”. More tellingly, the supposed
Implementation Measures for Policy 5.1 have also been weakened: IM-17 and
IM-18 are loosely based on current policy 5-1 and 5-2, which protect extensive
and intensive agricultural areas in the foothills from encroachment by nonagricultural uses through the use of large lot exclusive agricultural zoning.
Under the current FGMP, these policies are specifically implemented via the
Level I and Level III analyses required as part of the plan. (The implementation
measure for current policy 5-1 further notes that agricultural lands within a
development corridor may be required to remain as extensive agriculture if site
plan review determines the water supply to be inadequate to support urban use
or if the soil is inappropriate for adequate waste water disposal.) As reformatted,
the Implementation Measures no longer provide clear statements directing that
ag lands in the foothills be protected. See more detailed comments in chart
below.

I19-88

Given the weakening of these FGMP policies, it is no wonder the EIR considers
the impact to important farmland within the FGMP area to be “significant and
unavoidable”!

I19-89

The cited policies of the Agriculture Element of the Goals & Policies Report are
also weak: AG-1.6 and AG-1.18 are discretionary (“The County may develop an
Agricultural Conservation Easement Program….” and “in-lieu fees collected by
the County may be transferred to the Central Valley Farmland Trust…”).
Anything that “may” be done, also “may not” be done; this policy is altogether too
equivocal. More to the point, the Central Valley Farmland Trust covers lands
only in the northern counties of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Sacramento and
Merced – not Tulare County. Does the County intend to mitigate loss of
County ag land through easements obtained on lands outside the
County??

I19-90
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Impact 3.10-2 The proposed project could conflict with the provisions of
the Williamson Act contracts through early termination of active
Williamson Act Contracts.

I19-91

The RDEIR rates this potential Impact as “less than significant” and as
requiring no mitigation measures beyond what is proposed in the policies of
the proposed GPU. However, FGMP Policy 10.1, Implementation Measure 16,
specifically instructs the County to “explore the options for voluntary
Williamson Contract cancellation on lands that are within a development
corridor and under a Planned Development-Foothill Zone.” This evaluation is
completely inconsistent with the County’s mantra of protecting agricultural
lands in the County in general, with its Right to Farm policy, and with Goal
5 of the FGMP, which specifically directs the County to protect ag lands in
the Foothills.
Among the mitigation policies cited in the RDEIR for this Impact is AG In addition,
the proposed GPU’s creation of new “Planned Community Areas” which may be
permitted anywhere in the County as long as the property has a minimum of 200
acres actively encourages conversion of lands likely to be in the Williamson
Act. (See, e.g., comment above noting discussions between RMA and owners of
agricultural land adjacent to the proposed Yokohl Ranch development.)

In assessing whether implementation of the draft GPU
x would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modification, on a variety of special status species (Impact 3.11-1), or
x on riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities, (Impact 3.11-2),
and
x on “federally protected” wetlands and other waters (Impact 3.11-3)
the RDEIR notes that the FGMP contains a number of policies developed to address
sensitive habitats and species specific to the unique Foothill area. While the policies
cited – FGMP Policies 5.1, 8.1, 8.5, 8.12, 8.13, 8.14 and 8.19 – are steps in the right
direction, they are inadequate to accomplish their intended purposes as mitigation
measures as the result of limitations on scope or strength inherent in the language of
the individual policies, and of ineffective or entirely absent Implementation
Measures.
For example, the policy expressed in 8.1 is merely to “discourage” rather than to
prohibit development in close proximity to watercourses and riparian areas; 8.12
prohibits “unnecessary” removal of trees only prior to approval of development
plans; 8.13 requires developers to use landscape materials that are “compatible”
with native vegetation, but not native vegetation that would sustain wildlife adapted
to and dependent on the native vegetation itself; 8.14 applies only where special
status species “have been identified” – and it has no Implementation Measure to
ensure that the policy is actually carried out. (The California Endangered Species
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Act also protects threatened and candidate-species to the same extent as those
named as rare or endangered.) And Policy 8.19 again only “encourages” protection
of unique open spaces. Policy 5.1 is discussed above – while it purports to protect
agricultural uses, it says nothing about protecting special status species or habitats.
While protected species may benefit indirectly from protection of agricultural lands,
they are also stripped of the protection otherwise provided under the Federal
Endangered Species Act as a result of the exclusion for accidental “takings” of
protected species that may occur in connection with normal agricultural practices.
Policy 5.1 cannot therefore really be considered a policy developed to address
protection of sensitive habitats, species, and natural communities.

I19-92
cont'd
I19-93

In addition, Policies 5.1, 8.1, 8.12 and 8.19 all depend on Implementation Measure
7, which does no more than require site plan review “ for projects that only require
Site Plan Review”. There is no explanation of which types of projects “only require
Site Plan Review” and which may require more… or what more. Policy 8.1 is
apparently also supposed to be implemented by having environmentally sensitive
areas (if they are within development corridors) identified on a map – but there is no
further requirement that development be prohibited in such identified areas, and no
protection is afforded sensitive areas outside development corridors. Policy 8.13
depends for implementation on a measure that simply repeats that site plan review
should assess the compatibility of selected landscape materials with “surrounding”
native vegetation. And 8.14 has no Implementation Measure at all.

I19-94

These policies can’t mitigate the potential for substantial adverse impact on habitat
or species, but the impact could be less than substantial with properly drawn, strong,
and implementable and enforceable policies.

I19-95

The two ERM policies cited in Table ES-4 also do little to avoid substantial adverse
direct or indirect effects on wildlife though habitation modification. ERM-1.15 has the
County ensuring that street lighting in new development doesn’t illuminate adjacent
natural areas more than 1 footcandle above ambient levels; ERM-1.9 has the
County working with other agencies to preserve biological resources while retaining
the ability to utilize the same resources. Neither of the cited policies deals with the
real and substantial impacts caused by disturbance or elimination of habitat, territory
necessary to support wildlife species, etc. For example, several varieties of eagles
and the endangered California Condor hunt and nest in the Yokohl Valley. Figure
3.11-1 in the RDEIR shows the entire Yokohl Valley area as designated critical
habitat for the Condor. At page 3.11-14, the RDEIR acknowledges the findings of
the US Fish and Wildlife Service: The California condor requires substantial areas of
open range, with adequate food, and limited development and disturbance to
survive. Critical habitat for this species in Tulare County is generally located between
Highway 65, Highway 198, and the western boundary of the Sequoia National Forest
(emphasis added). The designated critical habitat is precisely where the County is
proceeding with plans to develop a massive Planned Community Area, and has
proposed additional development on adjoining properties.

I19-96
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Conversion of this currently – agricultural area to urban uses will significantly affect
the ability of these species to survive. (Not to mention the problems caused when
one of these predatory birds carries off Fluffy ….) ERM 1.16 and ERM 1.17 both
require only that the County cooperate or coordinate with other agencies which may
be taking actual, proactive and positive steps to protect and preserve habitat and
species.

I19-96
cont'd

The charts of Mitigating Policies on RDEIR pages 3.11-34 and 3.11-37 identify
FGMP Policies 4.1 and 8.9 in connection with Impact 3.11-1 in addition to the
policies identified in the text of the section. FGMP Policy 4.1, requires the County to
identify environmentally sensitive areas, but only within development corridors.
Since the County may permit Planned Community Areas anywhere within the
Foothill area, this Policy does not adequately protect sensitive habitat or species at
risk of development but currently not designated as a development corridor. More
importantly, Policy 4.1 has no Implementation Measure and thus cannot be
enforced. Policy 8.9 restricts the removal of native vegetation. However, it also
has no Implementation Measure and is without effect.

I19-97

[NOTE – the RDEIR cites IMs 15, 23 and 26 in connection with these policies,
but they do not so appear in the FGMP as included in the Goals and Policies
Report. In any event, IM 23 applies only to designate areas within development
corridors on reference maps. Implementation Measure 26 focuses on site plan
review of landscape plans to ensure compatibility with surrounding vegetation.]
x

x

x

Identified Impacts 3.11-4 (The proposed project would have a substantial
adverse effect on wildlife movement opportunities, migratory corridors, or
native wildlife nursery sites );
3.11-5 (The proposed project could conflict with local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance. ) and
3.11-6 (The proposed project could conflict with the provisions of an
adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan,
or other approved local regional or state habitat conservation plan.)

I19-98

all also cite either the ERM policies directed to lighting and coordination with other
agencies, or assert that no additional mitigation measures are needed (Impact 3.11-5).
The impact of 3.11-4 is considered Significant and Unavoidable ; the impacts of 3.115 and -6 are deemed “Less than Significant”.
FGMP Policies 4.1, 8.1, 8.5, 8.12, 8.14, 8.19 and Implementation Measure 23 are
identified as policies mitigating the expected impact of adopting the proposed GPU. For
all the reasons set out above, these policies do not mitigate the “significant and
unavoidable” adverse effects of implementing the GPU 2030 as drafted on wildlife, and
cannot contribute to the EIR’s conclusion that there will be a “less than significant”
impact on or conflict with local policies protecting biological resources. Stronger and
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more focused policies and Implementation Measures could reduce the anticipated
impacts. More to the point, a General Plan that adopted a truly city and existingcommunity-focused, smart growth alternative which prohibited the creation of entirely
new towns and expanded development corridors, and which permitted Planned
Community Areas only within UABs if at all, would go a long way to realizing a “less
than significant” impact on wildlife and other biological resources.
x

I19-99
cont'd

In connection with Impact 3.12-1 (The proposed project could cause a
substantial adverse change to a historical resource), the EIR cites FGMP
Policies 7.1 and 7.3 as having been designed to address the important cultural
resource issues of the FGMP area. Policy 7.1 (“The County may require the
developer to provide information at time of application submittal regarding any
historical site and/or building that occupies the project area that is worthy of
historical preservation.”) is purely discretionary by virtue of the permissive word
“may”. The Implementation Measure (IM-22) for this policy also inappropriately
places the determination of whether a historical site or building is “worthy of
historical preservation” on the developer, whose interests will by definition be in
conflict with a finding of historical worthiness. The policy, as written, will not
advance the goal of protecting historical or archeological sites. While IM -22 is
good start for protection of archeological sites, insofar as it defers evaluation of
the site to a professional organization with appropriate expertise, FGMP-7.1
deals with all historic sites, not just archaeological sites. IM 22 therefore doesn’t
further the policy for other historic sites. In addition, IM.22 only applies to areas
“located in proximity to hilltops, buttes, watercourses, etc.” To be truly effective
in protecting historic and archeological sites this limitation should be eliminated
so that a proper evaluation is made no matter where the site is located.

I19-100

FGMP 7.3 (“The County shall protect significant historical or archeological sites,
such as the one located on Rocky Hill, from development through maintenance
of the site in open space. This policy shall not preclude development on adjacent
property even though such property may be under the same ownership as the
site to be protected.”) does require protection of significant historical or
archeological sites, but it too is ineffective because it has no Implementation
Measure.

I19-101

The EIR also cites FGMP Policies 7.2 and 7.3 in connection with Impact 3.12-2
(The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change to
archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and/or disturb human
remains) as “calling for protection” of important sites. But again, 7.3 has no
Implementation Measure so it can’t protect any identified important sites. Policy
7.2 (“The County may require the developer to provide information at time of
application submittal regarding possible archeological sites if a project is located
in proximity to archeological sensitive areas such as hilltops, buttes,

I19-102
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watercourses, etc.”) is also purely discretionary – and ill advised. What
expertise does the average developer have that would permit it to
accurately identify possible archeological sites? And why should such
sites be limited to hilltops, buttes, etc.? Does the RDEIR factor in the
likelihood of damage to or elimination of important archaeological or other
historic sites resulting from this ill-advised delegation of this function to
developers in its assessment of environmental impact significance?

I19-102
cont'd
I19-103

Finally, the Impact Analysis for Impact 3.12-2 states that “Policies within the FGMP …
establish protocols to address archeological resources” and “include a number of
policies . . . designed to address the important cultural resource issues of the FGMP
area including development of a historical sites inventory, information on archeologically
sensitive areas and the protection of significant cultural resource sites (i.e., Rocky Hill). .
. . The only policies cited – 7.2 and 7.3 do not establish any protocols, do not require
development of an inventory, and as noted, do not truly protect historical sites. (Query:
is Rocky Hill the only site deemed worthy of protection? Only Rocky Hill appears as an
example of a historical site. In the FGMP area, the 100-year old Kaweah Post Office –
surely a historical site, since it is listed and marked with a State Historical Marker – is
absent from the list of Known Historical Properties on page 3.12-17….)

I19-104

Hydrology, Water Quality and Drainage

I19-105

WR-1.1 and WR-1.3 are addressed on page 3.6-45 of the RDEIR. Policy WR-1.1 is
found on Part I, page 11.6 of the GPU – that policy says “These actions shall be
intended to help the County migrate the potential impact on ground water resources
identified during planning and approval processes.” We believe the word “migrate”
should be “mitigate.” Please correct.
WR-1.3, page 11.7 of the GPU, requires the County to “regulate the permanent export
of groundwater and surface water resources allocated to users within the County to
cities and service providers outside the County to the extent necessary to protect the
public health, safety and welfare. The County shall strive for a “no net loss” where there
may be water exchanges serving a public purpose.”
Given the vital role water plays in sustaining the extensive agricultural economy of the
County, the dependence of most non-city dwellers on ground water and wells, and the
documented drastic overdraft situation of water supplies in Tulare County, permanent
export of water to users outside of Tulare County should be prohibited outright. Water
is not really a renewable resource – while the supply can be recharged over time if we
continue to experience the levels of rain and snowpack considered “normal” in nondrought years, given the facts that California has recently experienced many years of
drought conditions and water shortages, and given the climate change and global
warming predictions, it is short-sighted to permit any permanent claim on a resource the
County and its residents may well need in the future.
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Since the RDEIR also has concluded that “Due to the uncertainty of future groundwater
management efforts … insufficient future groundwater supplies may be experienced in
portions of the County” and that the environmental impact that adoption of the GPU will
have on water supplies is Significant and Unavoidable, this policy should be revised to
prohibit the permanent transfer of water rights outside the County.

I19-106
cont'd

WR-1.4, provides that:

I19-107

“For new urban development, the County shall discourage the transfer
of water used for agricultural purposes (within the prior ten years) for
domestic consumption including but not limited to the following:
x The water remaining for the agricultural operation is sufficient to maintain
the land as an economically viable agricultural use,
x The reduction in infiltration from agricultural activities as a source of
groundwater
recharge will not significantly impact the groundwater basin [New Policy].
There appears to have been a transcription error in setting out this policy, as the bullet
points don’t relate to the preceding paragraph. Please correct so the policy can be
appropriately evaluated.
Biological Resources

I19-108

Pages 3.11-11 through 3.11-15 list Sensitive Natural Communities. The Kaweah
Brodiaea, brodiaea insignis has been listed as “endangered” by the State of California
since 1979, and as a Species of Concern by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It is
native to the Sierra foothills- Why is the endangered Kaweah Brodiaea not listed?
Cultural Resources

I19-109

Figure 3.12-1 (RDEIR page 3.12-7) contains a photograph of the historic Kaweah Post
Office, which was built in 1886, and has been serving the Kaweah and Three Rivers
communities for 100 years. The Post Office has been identified as a structure of
statewide historic significance and received California State Historical Marker # 389, yet
this building is not listed in any of the lists of historic properties in the RDEIR. Please
add the Post Office to the list of buildings to be protected and preserved as historic.
I19-110

Alternatives
The RDEIR lists 28 significant and unavoidable impacts that will result from adopting
and implementing the revised GPU. Such extensive negative impacts clearly should be
considered unacceptable in a plan that cites as its first value statement, AThe beauty of
the County and the health and safety of its residents will be protected and enhanced.@
How the County should respond to those 28 significant and unavoidable impacts is
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clearly set out in the CEQA statute: “public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available
which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.”
CEQA §21002. Each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the
environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so.
CEQA §21002.1 (b).

I19-110

Here, the County has identified four alternatives (in addition to the “No Project
alternative) the RDEIR describes as a reasonable range of alternatives having been
selected based on their potential ability to meet project objectives while also avoiding or
lessening the significant environmental impacts identified as likely to result from
adoption of the proposed GPU. Unfortunately, we must disagree with the RDEIR’s
conclusion that it has presented a reasonable range of feasible alternatives. The
County improperly incorporated all of the proposed GPU’s policies and implementation
measures into each alternative 12 rather than preparing sets of policies and
implementation measures specific to each alternative. 13 As a result, the environmental
impacts of each alternative have been predetermined, and the analysis skewed. You
can’t get to Boston using a map to Miami; you can’t get to compact, smart growth using
policies and implementation measures that take you to Regional Growth Corridors and
new towns.

I19-111

When examined, the RDEIR itself discloses that the range of alternatives is actually
very narrow. Table 4-1, for example, which outlines how the assumed population
growth would be allocated under each of the alternatives shows only a difference of
about 6% between them: growth in the incorporated cities ranges from 68% (Rural
Communities & Transportation Corridors) to 74% (No Project and Confined Growth).
The range for population growth allocated to the unincorporated County ranges from
26% (No Project and Confined Growth) to 32%. (Rural Communities and Transportation
Corridors). RDEIR at 4-4 -- 4-5.

I19-112

Analysis and comparison of the various alternatives is also problematic and confusing.
For instance:

I19-113

x Table 4-1 is identified as a “Summary of Key Components for Each Alternative.”
Yet the only data included in the table is a population distribution projection
based on a 2007 baseline year. Because the table does not include any other
“key components” of the various alternatives, it does not facilitate comparison of
the alternatives. To be useful, the table should mirror the discussion points
addressed in the text of each alternative.

12
The “No Project” alternative is also the only alternative in which the RDEIR does not assume that all the
policies and implementation measures of the proposed GPU are also adopted by the alternative. It is therefore
impossible to accurately assess the No Project alternative relative to the others.
13
As noted elsewhere in these comments, CEQA requires the range of alternatives to have their own sets of
policies and implementation measures. Incorporating the proposed project’s policies and implementation measures
into each alternative not only skews the results, but predetermines the outcome of the analysis.
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x On page 4-4 the RDEIR states that that the “No Project” alternative assumes that
development will continue under current patterns, but then also assumes that
population patterns would be similar to those under the proposed GPU. How
does the proposed GPU differ, then, from the No Project alternative in its
environmental impacts? Will it have no influence or effect? If so, how do
each of them differ from the Existing Trends alternative that was rejected?

I19-114

x The RDEIR’s reasoning in the “Ability to Meet Project Objectives” text on page 413 is completely circular: failure to adopt a plan (the result in the No Project
alternative) fails to meet the project objectives because it fails to adopt a plan –
one of the project’s objectives.

I19-115

x Table 4-2 compares the ability of each alternative to meet the project’s proposed
objectives. The “No Project” alternative is identified as achieving none of them.
Does this mean that the current General Plan provides no opportunities for
small unincorporated communities to grow and improve their quality of life
and economic viability? Does not promote reinvestment in existing
communities? Or protect the County’s agricultural and scenic assets by
limiting rural residential development? It seems that despite the
acknowledgment to the contrary on page 4-13, the RDEIR has assumed that the
“No Project” alternative leaves a complete vacuum as to planning guidance
rather than resulting in continuation of the current General Plan.

I19-116

x In discussing the alternatives eliminated from consideration, the RDEIR lists a
Proportional Growth alternative, which is described as directing growth at a rate
proportional to current conditions, and an Existing Trends alternative which
would allow future growth to grow at the rate that occurred from 1990 to 2000.
How do these two alternatives differ? The RDEIR explains that the
Proportional Growth option was rejected because the growth trend (30% of
future growth in the unincorporated County) was considered infeasible. Yet the
Transportation Corridors alternative (which seems to be the same as the
Corridor Plan concept incorporated into the draft GPU) also allocates 30% of
future growth to the unincorporated County. How does the Corridor Plan
concept in the GPU differ in projected growth trend, and in general, from
the Transportation Corridors alternative?

I19-117

x On page 4-1, the RDEIR cites to CEQA Guidelines §15901 – this section does
not exist. We believe the RDEIR intended to reference §15091; please correct if
this is what was intended. If the RDERI intended to reference another section,
please so indicate so the authority may be identified and assessed.

I19-118

x Table 4-3 provides a Summary of Alternatives (Comparison of Impacts With
General Plan 2030 Update Level of Significance), but although it provides the
County’s conclusions as to the significance of the various effects it does not
provide sufficient detail in the discussion of the various alternatives to assess

I19-119
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how those conclusions were reached 14. For instance, the RDEIR concludes –
without substantiation -- that both the City Centered and the Confined Growth
alternatives would have greater adverse impacts than the proposed GPU on
cultural resources (historic & archaeological). RDEIR at page 4-8. The basis for
these conclusions is that new growth, centered within existing City areas, “could
result in similar or greater impacts to historic resources located within existing
urbanized areas. The intensification of land uses within the existing City limits
may result in greater impacts to the design qualities of individual City
neighborhoods and historic districts to those anticipated under the proposed
project” (RDEIR at 4-20 - 4-22 and 4- 43). There is no evidence or even
discussion in the RDEIR to establish that urban infill or growth within city limits is
any more likely to impact historic or archaeological resources than development
in the unincorporated areas of the County.
Although not truly “smart growth” plans, two of the four proposed alternatives do lessen
the anticipated environmental impacts of attaining the GPU’s identified objectives and
therefore are superior to the proposed GPU.

I19-119
cont'd

I19-120

The City Centered alternative is one of the alternatives that would yield an
environmentally superior result, as it lessens 14 of the environmental impacts identified
as Significant and Unavoidable (“SU”) in connection with the proposed project. But the
RDEIR concludes that it fails to meet the project’s objectives of providing opportunities
for small communities and to promote reinvestment in Table 4-3. However, in setting
out the alternative itself, on page 4-17, the RDEIR says “This approach would not ignore
the needs of unincorporated communities [emphasis provided], and would look at policy
solutions to address housing services and infrastructure needs to meet future growth.”
On page 4-18, the RDEIR notes that this alternative would achieve the objectives by
integrating additional policies into the General Plan, including a policy that the “County
continues to improve quality of life and services in unincorporated communities but does
not make growth inducing infrastructure improvements.” It is possible to improve quality
of life and improve infrastructure without also inducing growth.
How then does the RDEIR conclude that City Centered alternative does not meet
the identified objectives – unless the County ensures its failure by taking no
actions to improve services that do not also induce growth? (The RDEIR
14
While CEQA does permit use of a matrix to summarize the results of a comparison
between alternatives and the proposed project, the EIR must first include sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed project. CEQA §15126.6(d). Similarly, the EIR must examine in detail those
alternatives the lead agency has determined could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to
foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making. Id.§6(f). Meaningful
participation cannot take place where only the agency’s conclusions are shared.
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apparently bases its conclusion on its speculation at page 4-19 that “Lower levels of
anticipated growth and development may make it more difficult to achieve the desired
level of reinvestment within existing communities and hamlets. Consequently,
Alternative 2 would not meet this objective and may not fully meet project objectives that
encourage additional opportunities for small unincorporated communities to grow,
address public health and safety concerns, and improve quality of life.” (emphasis
added). Inherent in any prediction that X may result in Y is the possibility that X will not
cause Y. Since without more, the probability of each is equal to that of the other, the
RDEIR’s conclusion that this alternative is not able to meet the reinvestment and quality
of life objectives is unsupported.)

I19-120
cont'd

With respect to Air Quality impacts, the RDEIR concludes that environmental impact of
both the City Centered and Confined Growth alternatives is equal to that of the
proposed GPU (SU), see Table 4-3, page 4-7, because even though the overall number
of miles driven may be reduced, “city focused dwelling units and other types of
development would still result in similar overall emission levels of both mobile and
stationary sources.” What percentage of GHGs and other emissions in the County
result from vehicles and what percentage from stationary sources? On what
basis has the County concluded that emissions from stationary sources outweigh
vehicle emissions?

I19-121

In virtually every aspect, the RDEIR finds the Confined Growth alternative the only
alternative other than the No Project alternative “that would reduce the severity of most
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.” RDEIR at 4-36. It is also
identified as the Environmentally Superior alternative. Nevertheless, the RDEIR
concludes that the Confined Growth alternative “would still result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to biological, agricultural, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
and traffic resources.” Id.

I19-122

How does it get to this conclusion?
Agriculture – after recognizing that fewer acres would be converted to urban uses, the
RDEIR simply says “similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would also result in a
significant and unavoidable impact, since there would be some conversion of important
farmland to urbanized uses under this alternative.” How many acres? Where? Within
already-designated urban boundaries? What threshold of significance is
applied?

I19-123

Air Quality – see above.

I19-124

GHGs – after recognizing that confined growth “may reduce the overall number of
vehicle miles driven” the RDEIR concludes that “City focused dwelling units and other
types of development would result in similar energy consumption and greenhouse gas
emission levels for buildings and mobile and stationary sources.” No documentation,
no discussion. Inadequate!

I19-125
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Traffic – Without discussion, the RDEIR just concludes “Overall total daily vehicle trips
generated under this alternative would be similar to those anticipated with the proposed
project.” And then also notes that service levels on roads within urban levels could be
reduced. Where is the calculation of trips not taken – and emissions not emitted -by individual vehicles because of the availability of convenient public
transportation ? The calculation of fewer emissions as a result of fewer vehicle
miles traveled, as compared to simply the number of daily trips?

I19-126

The RDEIR comes to similar unsubstantiated and disconnected conclusions in other
areas of “discussion” as well: light and glare impacts would be lessened but the
resultant impact would be similar to that of the proposed project (page 4-33); fewer
acres of open space lands would be converted but the impacts to biological resources
would be similar to those under the proposed project (page 4-34); fewer impervious
surfaces would be developed… but overall, hydrologic and water quality impacts are
considered to be similar to those of the proposed project (page 4-35).
NOTE: While presented as a “confined” growth alternative, as framed in the RDEIR, the
exceptions make those borders very porous. Thus, growth boundaries could be
expanded for a number of reasons which appear to reflect the ongoing effort to avoid
restricting the County’s ability to follow the market.
“Criteria for expansion might be:
x Mandatory agriculture impact fees for important farmlands added to Urban
Development Boundaries [This is not a criteria - what does it mean? That if
someone pays a fee, important farmland will be permitted to be
converted?]
x Significant job generation projects or projects of regional importance (such as a
four year college)
x Regional growth corridors which involve high density mixed use as well as
commercial or industrial opportunities.
x Boundary adjustments where Master Planning efforts demonstrate exemplary
land use efficiency standards above and beyond base standards.
x Boundary expansion in consistent with the San Joaquin Valley Regional
Blueprint.
… No new towns would be allowed on important farmland unless equivalent
capacity is transferred from CACUDBs or HDBs through mechanisms such as
purchase and transfer of development rights to offset the loss of important
farmland.” RDEIR at 4-32.
The re-insertion of these “criteria” – especially the provision that would reinstate the
regional growth corridors, Planned Community Areas (“Master Planning efforts”) – is
entirely inconsistent with the overall concept of “confined” growth. Only with these
exceptions in mind could the RDEIR conclude that the impacts of this alternative
on biological, agricultural, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic
resources are significant and unavoidable.
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The bottom line is that we agree with the California Attorney General=s criticism of the
2008 DEIR, which also applies here: AThe alternatives ignore a range of Asmart growth@
alternatives that would concentrate development in already existing urban areas near
mass transit and preserve more agricultural land and open space,@ and noted that Aa
more intense >smart growth= alternative would appear to be feasible given the evidence
that existing cities can currently accommodate all of the growth anticipated by the
County. . . to be consistent with CEQA, the DEIR must consider a broader range of
alternatives that would focus more of the development in existing urban areas, or
explain and provide evidence supporting a conclusion as to why such alternatives would
be infeasible.@ (Letter from Office of the Attorney General, dated April 14, 2008, copy
attached.) The County should consider and adopt a true smart and healthy growth
alternative such as the one suggested by the Tulare County Citizens for
Responsible Growth in 2008.
****
While CEQA stresses the importance of seriously evaluating a range of alternatives, the
County appears to have signaled its intention to disregard potentially superior
alternatives to its preferred project, by stressing the importance of the “escape clause” it
sees, before even having presented the proposed alternatives:
It is important to understand, however, that the mere inclusion of an
alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence that the
alternative is in fact “feasible.” The ultimate decision regarding the
feasibility of alternatives lies with the ultimate decision-maker for a project,
which in this case is the County of Tulare Board of Supervisors. Such
determinations are to be made in statutorily mandated findings addressing
potentially feasible means of reducing the severity of significant
environmental effects. One finding that is permissible, if supported by
substantial evidence, is that “specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other considerations . . . make infeasible the . . .
alternatives identified” in the EIR (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd.
[a]; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15901, subd. [a]). CEQA Guidelines
section 15364 defines feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”
In deciding whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible, a decisionmaking body may consider the stated project objectives in an EIR, and
may balance any relevant economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors.
RDEIR at page 4-1.
But the purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compel government at all
levels to make decisions with environmental consequences in mind. (Bozung v. LAFCO
(1975) 13 Cal.3d 263). In making its recommendation on a final EIR, we urge the
County to heed CEQA’s requirement that it focus on alternatives which are
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capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects for the
project, even if these alternatives would impeded to some degree the attainment
of the project objectives, or would be more costly. See CEQA §15126.6(c).

I19-129
cont'd

The Revised Foothill Growth Management Plan
I. Undisclosed Revisions, Deletions, Other Changes

I19-130

As noted earlier in these comments, and as examined in more detail below, although
the County has told the public many times that the Foothill Growth Management Plan
was not being changed in connection with the GPU process, it has been changed
significantly in a number of ways. For instance, on page 1-1, the ABackground@ section
states that A...the Community and other Plans... will not be changed as part of this
update, except for Dinuba... and Pixley.@ RDEIR 1-1. But on page 2-13, the RDEIR
discloses that both the RVLP and FGMP Awill be adopted in revised form.@ Although the
RDEIR describes the changes in this introductory statement as merely deleting obsolete
or outdated information and policies, providing Aclarification@ to policies and consistency
with the new Land Use Element, as well as identifying responsible agencies,
implementation timeframes, and restoring FGMP development standards, RDEIR at 213, examination of the FGMP, for instance, reveals significant substantive changes.
In addition to not calling the public=s attention to the fact that the FGMP has been
changed 15, the RDEIR does not compare the provisions of the two plans to make clear
what has been changed and in what ways, doesn=t provide any B let alone a sufficient B
rationale for the changes, doesn=t establish or analyze baseline conditions upon which it
could evaluate the potential impact of the proposed changes, and doesn=t assess the
potential direct or indirect negative impacts of the changes, either on an individual or
cumulative basis. All of the policies and IM s are shown in the implementation timeline
as “ongoing” with no anticipated completion date. But virtually all have been in the
FGMP since 1981 – what progress has been made? Where is the supporting data?
Baselines against which to measure future progress?
x

The Introduction to the Policies section of the 1981 Plan establishes that

I19-131

[t]he overall objective of the study is to accommodate development within
the foothills while recognizing limitations imposed by factors such as
excessive slope, present development patterns, increased wildfire
15

In fact, the County has many times represented that the FGMP has not been changed, but
is being incorporated into the GPU.
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potential, service availability, water availability, soil limitations for septic
tanks, site accessibility, etc.... Further, the policies reflect the fact that
even though land may be physically capable of being developed, other
overriding factors such as the preservation and protection of foothillgrazing lands may limit such activity.
1981 Plan at 11.

I19-131
cont'd

These statements, which set out the fundamental underpinnings of the Foothill Growth
Management Plan, and explicitly recognize the limitations that must inform all
development decisions in the Foothills, have been deleted from the Revised FGMP.
Please explain why the Revised FGMP has completely eliminated this crucial
statement of fundamental principals underlying the Foothill Growth Management
Plan, and assess 1) what the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of deleting
this statement of principals will be; 2) how those impacts have been or will be
measured; and 3) how the County will mitigate the impacts resulting from the
elimination.
Answers to these questions are critical in light of the County’s demonstrated willingness
(and in some instances, apparently eagerness) to green-light development within the
FGMP that disregards (and even requests exemption from) the policies and standards
of the FGMP.
Moreover, the RDEIR does not disclose that the Revised FGMP fails to include, even by
reference, the substantial additional data resulting from the federally-funded, in-depth
study of the Foothill area, which are contained in the Appendices to the 1981 Plan:
&

&
&

&
&
&
&

a description of the Foothill region; socioeconomic, housing and land use data; a
detailed baseline description of environmental factors, including climate, air
quality, watershed data, geological and soils information (including an in-depth
soil matrix), and biological factors (including vegetation and wildlife data.)
a study of Foothill Circulation Systems, including specific data on traffic volume
by road and area, and expected impacts of anticipated growth
an examination of existing public service systems and utilities in the Foothills fire
protection (including identification of County and State fire stations and the
service areas they cover); law enforcement (identifying the exiting Sheriff=s office
locations and service areas); school districts; health care providers; solid waste
disposal services; public utilities; water and liquid waste systems; and public
libraries serving the area
legal authority for Specific Plans
an explanation of the Site Plan review process applicable to the Foothills,
including Foothill Extension and Development Corridors
a detailed Environmental Impact Report (including comments)
implementing Resolutions of the Tulare County Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors, including findings of fact and preliminary amendments to the
1981 Plan
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&
&

definitions of terms used in the 1981 Plan, and
detailed maps, including maps of
&
the Foothill Growth Management Plan area that identify identifying lands
designated as Avalley agriculture extension@, Afoothill extension@,
Aextensive agriculture@ and scenic highways and roads);
&
Foothill Development Corridors, including designations of current and
future land use and circulation patterns;
&
land capacity (identified by use-suitability);
&
slopes and flood-prone areas; and
&
vegetation (including identification of critical deer winter habitat)

I19-132
cont'd

Nor does the Revised FGMP update this information by providing equivalent current
data. While some limited amount of this data may have changed over time, most –
especially all the data regarding the physical characteristics of the area, circulation
systems, etc. – has not. The data and maps are therefore still pertinent and should be
restored. 16

I19-133

The Revised FGMP also has completely eliminated, without having disclosed these
provisions as having been deleted, the following provisions in the 1981 Plan:

I19-134

&
&

&
&

&
&

The Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP
All three of the agriculture policies that now require the County to protect
foothill agriculture from encroachment of development, require zoning to
protect viability of foothill agriculture, and limit residential development
densities in Success Valley
Environmental Protection Goal 8, Flora & Fauna, Policy 2, which provides
APrevent encroachment of development onto riparian woodland habitats.@
New Development policies 1 (Development proposals shall conform to all
development standards) and 5 (To the greatest extent possible, new
residential development should be compatible with existing residential
development patterns).
The environmental impact report process that is now required in
connection with evaluating the appropriateness of proposed developments
Various Implementation Measures associated with policies that still exist

The RDEIR does not disclose the elimination of these provisions in the Revised FGMP,
and has not, therefore, sufficiently or at all addressed any of the potential impacts
elimination of these provisions may have.
Perhaps more disturbing is that, since the County was in fact changing the FGMP, it did
not take the opportunity to revise and strengthen the policies, to update them by
integrating smart growth, conservation, and dark skies policies that would preserve and
provide strong protections for the environmental factors that make the Foothills unique.

I19-135

16
The 1981 FGMP has been amended since it was first adopted, yet those amendments have not been
identified, so the public has no way of knowing what the actual status of the FGMP – which must function as the
baseline since there is no other specified – is.
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Every policy must have at least one Implementation Measure. An implementation
measure is an action, procedure, program, or technique that carries out general plan
policy. State Guidelines, at 16.
x

A full thirty three percent (33%) of the Revised FGMP policies have no
Implementation Measures at all. Each of those policies is therefore deficient
under both the State Guidelines and CEQA – it was impossible for the County to
have evaluated the possibly direct, indirect or cumulative environmental impacts
of a policy that has no force. Similarly, those policies in other sections of the
GPU or the RDEIR which rely on the cited FGMP policies, or which cite them in
mitigation of another assessed impact, are defective and must be fixed.

x

In many other policies, the cited Implementation Measure does not in fact
advance or implement the policy, or the language of the Implementation Measure
is so limited in scope that it will do little to carry out the policy. Without
enforceable implementation measures, the goals and policies of the Revised
FGMP are merely wishful thinking, and cannot be relied on in any meaningful
evaluation of potential direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts resulting from
adoption or implementation of the GPU.

x

Given the failure of the DEIR to base its analysis on specific policies and
implementation measures that actually provide what the DEIR says they provide,
the DEIR does not provide meaningful guidelines on which the public and
decision-makers may rely. (And, although these comments focus on the FGMP
section of the DEIR and GPU, it is reasonable to assume that the problems
plaguing the FGMP portion of the DEIR are also present in other areas.)
Accordingly, the DEIR does not meet the standards required by CEQA.

I19-137

As a result of these failures, and the deficiencies set out below, the RDEIR as relates
both to the FGMP and the GPU in general is inadequate under CEQA and California
state laws, and must be completely revised to provide the reliable analysis of the
potential impacts that may be expected if the GPU is adopted and implemented.
(Another cutting/pasting/rearranging will not do.) Even if County staff wanted to
implement the faulty policies, they would be subject to challenge, as the County will
have no legal foundation upon which to require adherence to what are in effect mere
hopeful statements.

I19-138

In light of the significance of the changes made, and the inevitable impact eliminating
currently-existing protections will have, such an analysis requires establishment and/or
analysis of current baseline conditions, upon which it could reasonably evaluate the
impact of the potential direct or indirect changes that could result from adoption and
implementation of the GPU, on both an individual basis and as a whole.

I19-139
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The goal/policy has been weakened by deletion of the important phrase Aas development proceeds in established areas.@ Please explain why the focus of this
Policy has been changed from development in established areas to new development in planned communities (which won=t have existing values and
identity). Please also explain what Aproperly addressed@ means.

COMMENTS: Policy 1.1 B currently a goal under the 1981 FGMP -- only indirectly furthers the goal of maintaining the natural beauty of the foothills. Please
explain why this goal has been reduced to a policy under a goal that it does not directly relate to, and why the implementation measures that actually
further this goal in the current plan have been eliminated or associated with some other goal.

[Current: Community Identity Goal 2: Assure that
existing community values and identity are
properly addressed as development proceeds in
established areas.]

SEE PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF IM-5,
BELOW AT 1.5, WHICH ALSO APPLIES HERE.

The County shall assure the existing values and
identity of unincorporated areas in the foothills
are properly addressed as development proceeds.

FGMP-1.1

IM-1. The County shall concentrate rural and urban
development in the development corridors
delineated on a Master Development Plan.

To maintain the natural beauty of the foothills while allowing focused growth in identified growth
areas.
[New]

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION OR
REVISION

GOAL 1

PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION
MEASURE

I19-140

POLICY

The following chart sets out the revised policies of the FGMP, the Implementation Measures intended to actualize the policies,
suggested modifications or revisions to the language of policies or Implementation Measures, and overall comments. Included in the
Comments sections are issues raised under CEQA as well as questions regarding the FGMP itself, as revised, and requests for further
revisions.
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IM-4. The County shall require information in the
site plan review process to delineate slopes 30
percent or greater on the development site. Review
of the proposal by the Committee will prescribe a
project design that will maintain 30 percent slopes
generally free of improvements, unless the
problems associated with steep slopes are
sufficiently mitigated.

IM-3. The County shall require a grading and
slope stabilization plan for that portion of the
development exceeding slopes of greater than 15
percent.

IM-2. The County shall amend the Tulare County's
Improvement Standards to reflect changes in
foothill, street and grading standards.

Additional Implementation Measure(s) that specify
how the policy will be realized are required to fully
implement the policy. (Revision of IM-2 and
specific Improvement Standards may be sufficient to
meet this requirement.)

PROPOSED MODIFICATION: IM-2. The County shall
amend the Tulare County Improvement Standards to
reflect changes in foothill, street and grading
standards that will regulate and minimize grading,
and prohibits disturbance of native vegetation,
intrusion onto natural watercourses, canyons and
prominent landmarks, or sites important to rare,
endangered, threatened, or candidate species.
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All the IMs which are supposed to implement this policy address construction issues as regards safety issues, not protection of natural resources, which is the
focus of the policy. They do not, therefore advance the policy.

COMMENTS: Under the California Endangered Species Act, threatened and candidate-species must be protected as well as those named as rare or endangered.
Please revise FGMP 1-2 as shown above..

[New Development: Goal 2 - same language]

The County shall ensure that new development is
designed in a manner that minimizes grading,
vegetation disturbance, and intrusion onto natural
watercourses, canyons and prominent landmarks,
or rare and endangered species sites.

I19-141 cont'd

FGMP-1.2

As revised, FGMP 1.1 and IM-1 deny existing communities the opportunity to accommodate some of the rural and urban development themselves. Public
workshops and testimony strongly indicated that many existing communities need and want strengthening, some of which could come via limited development.
Instead, IM-1 sets forth only the County=s determination to focus growth in development corridors within new, planned communities. Why has IM-1 been
reduced in scope and weakened?

IM-1 does not implement the policy because it fails to provide specific direction to consult with unincorporated communities to determine their values or
Aidentity@ as development decisions are made. Moreover, because IM-1 is linked to a Master Development Plan, which is referenced only in connection with
Planned Communities, IM-1 applies only to new developments and specifically, to new planned communities.

The sole implementation measure for this policy, IM-1, is a re-working of the IM on page 35 of the current FGMP. The current IM Aconcentrates rural and urban
development in the development corridors only.@
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IM-5. The County shall appoint a committee of
interested community residents when the Board of
Supervisors determines a Community Plan, Master
Development Plan, Specific Plan, Area
Development Plan, or Hamlet Plan is necessary for
an identifiable community area where the project
boundary is coterminous with an existing HDB,
UDB or PCA.

What is the Aproject@ referred to in IM-5 as the trigger for involving community members in creating a Plan?
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What are the Acircumstances [that] warrant@ development of a Plan? To provide guidance to the public and to future members of the Board of Supervisors and
Planning Commission, these circumstances should be identified.

The intent of the prior Goal (and of the current proposed policy) was and is to create specific plans for identifiable community areas in the foothills. Inherent in
the Goal was the understanding that it applied to existing communities.

COMMENTS: IM-5 does not implement either the prior Goal from which this Policy was formed or the new Policy, as the IM appears to apply only when new
development is taking place outside an existing Development Boundary or Planned Community Area, and when it will be Acoterminous@ B that is, when it will take
place right on the community=s boundary.

[When circumstances warrant, specific plans,
pursuant to the California Government Code, shall
be undertaken for identifiable community areas.]

When circumstances warrant, Community Plans,
Master Development Plans, Specific Plans, Area
Development Plans, and Hamlet Plans, shall be
undertaken for identifiable community areas.

I19-142 cont'd

FGMP-1.3

IM-4: again, good start, but addresses none of the policy elements other than to regulate improvements on slopes in excess of 30 percent. More disturbing: the
entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP has been deleted; without this section, all the IMs that rely on
actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

IM-3 deals only with slopes - how does this implement the policy elements related to vegetation disturbance, protection of watercourses, canyons, landmarks, and
rare and endangered species?

As written, IM-2 is also vague - what are the Tulare County Improvement Standards? What changes have been or are being made in foothill street and grading
standards? Or is this intended to apply to ensure that any future changes are incorporated into the TCIS by amendment? Please clarify.

IM-2: good start, but the IM doesn’t=t specifically require the County to change the standards in a way that will actually implement the policy. Please modify IM2 as indicated above in bold. New standards should be specific and set out details to provide guidance to residents and to planners. (Please also fix the typo delete Athe@ before ATulare County=s@ or leave Athe@ and delete A>s@)
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IM-5. The County shall appoint a committee of
interested community residents when the Board of
Supervisors determines a Community Plan, Master
Development Plan, Specific Plan, Area
Development Plan, or Hamlet Plan is necessary for
an identifiable community area where the project
boundary is coterminous with an existing HDB,
UDB or PCA.

PROPOSED MODIFICATION, IM-5: To ensure
that existing community values and identity are
preserved consistent with Policy 1.1, the County
shall work with a committee of interested
community residents whenever the Board of
Supervisors determines a Community Plan, Master
Development Plan, Specific Plan, Area Development
Plan, or Hamlet Plan is necessary for an identifiable
community area.

PROPOSED MODIFICATION, POLICY 1.4: An
advisory committee consisting of interested
community residents shall be utilized in connection
with the drafting, revising, or updating of any
Community Plans Master Development Plans and
Hamlet Plan.

Better: The County shall require new development to
be designed in a manner that preserves the visual
quality of the foothill setting through the use of
curvilinear streets, vegetation reestablishment on
cuts and fills, cluster development, and housing site
locations that blend into the landscape rather than
becoming a focal point.

Better: IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee
shall ensure that the proposed project complies with

IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the
location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the County's
policies, findings to that effect shall be forwarded to
the appropriate decision-making body.
ORIGINAL LANGUAGE: [The Site Plan Review
Committee shall determine the consistency of the
project with the location, type and design criteria of
Page 47 of 95
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The County shall encourage new development be
designed in a manner that preserves the visual
quality of the foothill setting by encouraging the
use of curvilinear streets, vegetation
reestablishment on cuts and fills, cluster
development, and housing site locations that blend
into the landscape rather than becoming a focal
point.

COMMENTS: The policy to involve community members in planning decisions that will affect the area in which they live is commendable, however, both the
proposed new Policy 1.4 and IM-5 appear to apply only in very limited circumstances, i.e., when new development outside an existing Development Boundary
will be coterminous with that Boundary.
Why has the policy been framed only to apply when a proposed project is coterminous with a Development Boundary?

A citizen's advisory committee representative of
residents of the affected area shall be utilized in
any Community Plans, Master Development Plans,
and Hamlet Plans undertaken which impacts an
established community where the project boundary
is coterminous with an existing HDB, UDB, or
PCA.

Under what circumstances could a Planned Community exist and have Acommunity residents@ before a Master Development Plan had already been adopted?
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FGMP 1.5

the policy. Should the project not meet the intent of
the above policy, findings to that effect shall be
forwarded to the appropriate decision-making body.
THE IM THAT APPLIED TO NEW
DEVELOPMENT GENERALLY SAYS AThe Site
Plan Review Committee shall insure that the design
of the proposal meets the policies and development
standards of the FGMP.@]

the policies of this General Plan Update, the Foothill
Growth Management Plan, and with the County=s
Development Standards for the proposed project
location. No project that does not meet the County's
policies and standards shall be approved or
recommended for approval.

3-1399
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(Note: as revised, the language of IM-7 is also confusing. What does Atype of design criteria of the County=s policies@ mean? It appears that some language from
this IM was omitted.)

Additionally, this proposed revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the
FGMP; without this section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

Please restore the appropriate IM to this policy, it its original form.

The IM that does correspond to original policy dealing with new development in general, is found on page 24 of the 1981 FGMP and provides AThe Site Plan
Review Committee shall insure the design of the proposal meets the policies and development standards of the FGMP.@ (FGMP Page 24)

The proposed revision indicates that IM-7 is the same as the Implementation Measure for this policy in the current FGMP. In fact, the IM cited (Apage 25") does
not refer at all to the visual quality of the foothills or the design elements set out in new Policy 1-5: it implements a policy dealing specifically with neighborhood
commercial centers and the criteria for such centers. Moreover, even in that context, the IM had more Ateeth@ B as it exists now, the Site Plan Review Committee
shall determine the consistency of the project, not simply Areview@ it.

COMMENTS: While what=s left of the policy language carried forward from the existing FGMP is still good, proposed Policy 1.5 has stripped the current Policy,
Goal 3 Policy 3, of its force by replacing the mandatory language (ANew development SHALL be designed A) with the ineffective admonition to Aencourage@ new
development to employ the cited design criteria. Why has the policy been weakened? The County promised it had not changed the FGMP. Please explain
1) why this provision was revised to weaken it; 2) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of changing this provision will be; 3) how the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of new development that chooses not to respond to the County=s Aencouragement@ on the visual resources of the
foothills have been or will be measured; 4) what new baseline data has been compiled on the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of such
development; and 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from the weakening of this provision. Please
also provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to change the provision from a mandatory one. Finally, Please restore the original intent and
language.

[New development shall be designed in a manner
that preserves the visual quality of the foothill
setting by encouraging the use of curvilinear
streets, vegetation reestablishment on cuts and
fills, cluster development, and housing site
locations that blend into the landscape rather than
becoming a focal point.]
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The County shall allow neighborhood commercial
centers in designated areas of a development
corridor and shall only include uses that provide
neighborhood-related services (for example,
grocery store, laundromat, real estate office, etc.).
Criteria for location and design of this type of
commercial use are as follows:
&
The architectural and landscaping design
of the neighborhood center shall be
compatible with surrounding residential
uses,
&
The major tenant of the complex shall be
a grocery store
&
The maximum size of the commercial
center shall be 10 acres
&
The commercial center may be included
as a part of the planned residential
development
&
The center shall meet the policies and
development standards of the FGMP
&
The center shall not have direct access
from State Highway 190 and 198

3-1400
Page 49 of 95

IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the
location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the County's
policies, findings to that effect shall be forwarded to
the appropriate decision-making body.

I19-145 cont'd

FGMP-1.6

SEE ALSO discussion of Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4 and 3.1-5. which cite this policy and IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental
impact, below.

Overall, IM-7 does not provide the necessary guidance to implement the policy.

Who is the appropriate decision-making body and what obligation does it have to adopt the findings of the SPLC? What authority does it have to ignore them?

Which projects only require site plan review and which require more? What more? What governs that other body=s review?

Where are the design criteria which encourage the curvilinear streets etc. set out?
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COMMENTS: Policy 6 of the 1981 Plan=s New Developments section limited neighborhood commercial centers to those of Aa type and size to service a

[Current FGMP: Neighborhood commercial
centers shall be allowed in designated areas of the
development corridor and shall only include uses
of a type and size to service a neighborhood (i.e.,
grocery store, laundromat, real estate office, etc.).
Criteria for location and design of this type of
commercial use are as follows:
&
The architectural and landscaping design
of the neighborhood center shall be
compatible with surrounding residential
uses,
&
The major tenant of the complex shall be
a grocery store
&
The maximum size of the commercial
center shall be 5 acres
&
The commercial center may be
considered as a part of the planned
residential development
&
The center shall meet the policies and
development standards of the FGMP
&
The center shall not have direct access
from State Highway 190 and 198]
&
The general areas where neighborhood
commercial centers should be located
because of distance from existing
shopping areas and future supporting
populations are the Globe
Drive/Pleasant Valley, Upper Balch
park Road, and Frazier Valley areas,
and
&
Uses proposed for a neighborhood
commercial center shall be consistent
with uses outlined in the Planned
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FGMP-1.7
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IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the
location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the County's
policies, findings to that effect shall be forwarded to
the appropriate decision-making body.

&

&

&
&

have access from a State Highway
meet the policies and development
standards of the FGMP
not detract from the visual amenities of the
foothills
employ landscaping, sufficient setback
distances, and well designed buildings and
signs that protect the visual environment,

Better: The County shall support commercial
recreation uses located near unique natural features
that enable the visiting public to enjoy the
recreational and visual amenities the area has to
offer. To ensure that the natural beauty of the
foothills is preserved consistent with this Goal,
Commercial recreation uses shall:

I19-146 cont'd

The County shall encourage commercial recreation
uses near unique natural features, thus enabling the
visiting public to enjoy the recreational and visual
amenities the area has to offer. Criteria for the
location and approval of commercial recreation are
as follows:
&
The use shall have access from a State
Highway
&
The use shall meet the policies and
development standards of the FGMP
&
The use shall not detract from the visual
amenities of the foothills. Landscaping,
sufficient setback distances, and well
designed buildings and signs are tools
that shall be used to protect the visual
environment, and

What are the uses outlined in the PD-F zone?

Why must the major tenant of every neighborhood commercial center be a grocery store? This requirement will result in an overabundance of grocery
stores (unlikely, as grocery stores are expensive businesses to establish and maintain) or fewer neighborhood services B such as local restaurants,
laundromats, offices, etc. B made available.

See also comment and proposed revision to IM-7 at FGMP 1.5, above.

IM-7 doesn’t=t implement the very specific elements set out in the policy. The criteria set out in FGMP-1.6 should be set out in an IM

What is the average size in acres of existing neighborhood commercial centers in the Foothills? Why is 5 acres no longer adequate?

neighborhood@. The Revised FGMP has removed this limitation, and will permit any developments Athat provide neighborhood services@ B which may be
interpreted to mean any commercial enterprise as long as customers are drawn from the undefined “ neighborhood.” The language Aneighborhood-related
services@ is vague and broad. What does this mean? The current language, Aof a size and type to service a neighborhood@, gives more guidance. This
provision is especially relevant since the proposed new language doubles the permitted size of a neighborhood commercial center from 5 acres to 10
acres, thus making the center much larger than one designed to provide only neighborhood-related services. The current language signals the rural
character of permitted commercial activities - it should be restored.
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Proposed commercial recreation shall be
consistent with uses outlined in the
Planned Development-Foothill Zone

and
be consistent with uses provided for in the
Planned Development-Foothill Zone when
located in such Zone

Better: IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee
shall ensure that the proposed project complies with
the policies of this General Plan Update, the Foothill
Growth Management Plan, and with the County=s
Development Standards for the proposed project
location. No project that does not meet the County's
policies and standards shall be approved or
recommended for approval. (NOTE - for this
proposed revision to have any effect, the section
setting out the Site Plan Review Process must be
restored to the FGMP.)

&

Page 52 of 95

As revised IM-7 divests the Site Plan Review Committee of its authority to determine the consistency of a project with the standards set out in the policy (now
1.7) by changing the language to Ashall review@. IM-7 has also been re-written to replace the current Athe intent of the above policy@ with Athe County=s policies@
- which suggests that the FGMP is no longer the controlling policy. Finally, IM -7 doesn’t=t provide any real guidance as to the type of landscaping to be

Implementation measures should provide specific measurable criteria on which compliance can be evaluated -- .How do you implement Aencouragement@?

Please explain 1) why this provision was changed to alter its focus; 2) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of changing this provision will be
on traffic patterns, air quality, wildlife and human populations and habitat, and on the natural features located in the foothills; 3) how the potential direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts of this change have been or will be measured; 4) what baseline data has been compiled on the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of such a change; and 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on fragile natural features and the foothill
population (human and wildlife) resulting from implementation of this provision. Please also provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to change
the provision.

COMMENTS: New policy 1-7 has materially changed Goal 3 Policy 7 of the 1981 FGMP by deleting the current requirement that commercial recreation uses
“shall be located in close proximity to unique natural features@ to a policy that promotes such uses (ACounty shall encourage commercial recreation uses near
unique natural features.@) The change in language alters the purpose of the policy from establishing a limitation on commercial locations (i.e., requiring
commercial recreation uses to be located close to the natural feature they plan to exploit) to a policy urging the County to encourage new commercial ventures
near such features.

&
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NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE
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The State of California General Plan Guidelines 2003, Governor=s Office of Planning and Research, at page
16. Referred to hereinafter as Athe Guidelines@ or AGuidelines@. Implementation Measures are actions, procedures,
programs or techniques that carry out a policy, and should provide specific measurable criteria on which
compliance and progress can be evaluated.

17

FGMP 1.8 has no Implementation Measure. The State of California General Plan Guidelines 17 require at least one implementation measure for each
policy. FGMP 1.8 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.

Please explain 1) why this provision was revised to weaken it; 2) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of changing this provision will be; 3)
how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the new, more lenient policy have been or will be measured; 4) what data has been compiled on the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the revision; and 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
resulting from the weakening of this provision. Please also provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to change the provision from a mandatory
one.
Please reinstate the language of the existing FGMP, which more accurately furthers the stated goal of maintaining the natural beauty of the foothills while still
allowing focused growth.

COMMENTS: New Policy 1.8 weakens the existing FGMP policy, which uses the mandatory Ashall@ to REQUIRE mobile home projects to be located and
designed in a manner compatible with existing development patterns and that does not detract from the visual amenities of the foothill environment, to a
policy which simply requires the County to Aencourage@ compliance with the policy. How do you implement Aencouragement@?

The County shall encourage mobile home projects
to locate and be designed in a manner that is
compatible with existing development patterns and
does not detract from the visual amenities of the
foothill environment.

I19-147 cont'd

FGMP-1.8

SEE ALSO discussion of Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, which cite this policy and IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental
impact, below.

This revision of the FGMP has also deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this
section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

employed, the minimum setback distance, etc. See also comment and proposed revision to IM-7 at FGMP 1.5, above.
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I19-148

FGMP-1.9
NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

Proposed Modification of original Policy: The
County shall determine whether to grant a
conditional use permit for proposed light industrial
uses within a development corridor on the basis of
specific data obtained through the environmental
impact report process.

3-1405

18
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See Tulare County Ordinance Code '145(a), Definitions. ("@Shall" is mandatory and "may" is permissive.@)

Please restore the original language.

The language of Policy 1.9 is also internally inconsistent, as the mandatory ASHALL ALLOW@ in the first sentence makes the decision criteria set out in the
second sentence on which discretionary decisions could be made irrelevant.

Please explain why this provision was revised to remove the County’s discretion in approving light industrial uses in foothill development corridors and made
such approval mandatory. Please also explain 1) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of changing this provision will be; 2) how the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of this mandatory approval measure have been or will be measured; 4) what baseline data has been compiled on
the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of such potential development; and 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts resulting from the weakening of this provision. Please also provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to change the provision
from a discretionary to a mandatory one.

COMMENTS: New Policy 1.9 has materially changed New Development Policy 10 in the current 1981 FGMP by weakening the County=s ability to evaluate
proposed light industrial uses on their own merits, in the proposed locational context, by changing the current discretionary policy (AThe County MAY ALLOW@)
to a policy that makes allowance of light industrial uses mandatory 18 (AThe County SHALL ALLOW@). The revision has also exchanged the previously required
conditional use permit for a special use permit.

The County shall allow light industrial uses in a
development corridor subject to a special use
permit, planned development, or other equivalent
plan. A decision on these uses shall be based on,
but not limited to, criteria such as land use
conflicts, water requirements, design/location and
liquid waste disposal.

Why has the Implementation Measure associated with this policy in the 1982 FGMP (AThe Site Plan Review Committee shall review mobilehome parks and
subdivisions to encourage designs that Afit@ into existing development patterns@) been deleted?

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.
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I19-148 cont'd I19-149

3-1406

FGMP-1.11

IM-21. The County shall maintain the two areas
within Success Valley of the Tule River
development corridor on the Land Use/Circulation
Plan to a classification (zone), which prohibits any
residential densities greater than one unit per five
acres.

.Better: IM -21. The County shall limit residential
density in the two Success Valley areas within the
Tule River Development Corridor (on the Land
Use/Circulation Plan) to one unit per five acres.

Better: IM-13. The County shall not approve any
development or other improvement that will be
situated on a hillside in such a way that the finished
construction will be visible from areas accessible to
the public. Hilltop construction shall not be
approved.
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This revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this
section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

COMMENTS: IM-13 deals only with the design of subdivisions, and even then permits hillside development that will disturb the skyline so long as the
disturbance is considered Aminimal.@ Please explain how IM-13 implements Policy 1.11, when it is limited in scope to subdivisions, and when it provides no
guidance in determining whether a visual impact may be considered Aminimal.@

IM-13. The County shall ensure that the design of
subdivision is reviewed by the Site Plan Review
Committee to assure the visual impact to the
foothills is minimal.

I19-150

The County shall require that hillside development
be designed so as to preserve the skyline and
maintain an unobstructed scenic panorama of the
foothills.

COMMENTS: This policy and IM have been in effect since 1981; the implementation timeline shows the anticipated attainment date as Aongoing.@ Please
indicate whether the required zoning has been implemented

The County shall limit residential densities within
the development corridor areas of Success Valley
in order to avoid conflicts with intensive
agricultural uses in the Valley.

I19-149 cont'd

FGMP-1.10

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable

The 1981 FGMP IM for this policy provided strong guidance: AThe environmental impact report process is the mechanism which will provide specific data both
to the Site Plan Review Committee and the Planning Commission for purposes of determining a decision on the conditional use permit.@ Please reinstate the
1981 Implementation Measure (as modified above.)

New Policy 1.9 is further deficient: How do you implement any policy without an implementation measure? The Guidelines require at least one implementation
measure for each policy. FGMP 1.9 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.
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I19-151

FGMP-1.12

3-1407

IM-8. Substantial improvement or expansion to
commercial uses not located in Three Rivers,
Springville, and Lemon Cove shall conform to the
development standards contained in the FGMP.

PROPOSED REVISION: The County shall identify
all existing foothill commercial uses not located in
the communities of Springville and Three Rivers and
evaluate each such existing uses for compliance with
the policies of this FGMP and GPU. Appropriate
land use designations shall be assigned to all such
uses that are found to be legal conforming
commercial uses. Uses which do not conform to the
policies of this FGMP and GPU shall be given the
opportunity to come into compliance (where
possible) or shall be directed to cease operation
within a reasonable time.

Please revise IM-8 to appropriately implement Policy 1.12.
Page 56 of 95

Although IM-8 retains half of the measures that previously controlled how the policy was enforced, it has deleted the important word Aexisting.@ More
importantly, however, it does not really implement Policy 1.12: the policy directs the County to give appropriate designations to existing, legally conforming uses
in the FGMP area, and does not deal with improvements (substantial or otherwise) or expansion of those uses. IM-8 on the other hand, deals only with
improvements or expansion of commercial uses, requiring them to conform to FGMP standards.

The 1981 Policy is implemented by two Implementation Measures (page 22): AUnder Level III of the FGMP, existing commercial uses may be shown as
commercial on the land use map,@ and ASubstantial improvements to existing zoned commercial uses . . . shall conform to the development standards contained in
the FGMP.@

Please explain the analysis and rationale behind this change divesting the County of discretion in this land-use determination. What is its anticipated direct,
indirect, and cumulative impact, and on what data is this expectation based?

COMMENTS: This policy has been changed from a permissive Alegally conforming commercial uses .... may be recognized with an appropriate use designation
providing the recognized use is consistent with other policies in the FGMP@ to a mandatory ACounty shall designate.@ Why has the County=s discretion to
determine appropriate land use designations been removed and replaced with a mandate?

The County shall designate existing, legally
conforming commercial uses not located in the
communities of Springville and Three Rivers with
an appropriate land use designation, providing the
use is consistent with other policies in this FGMP.

An appropriate IM for this policy would not be limited to subdivisions, and would direct the County to develop zoning standards that specifically prevent hilltop
or hillside development that will interrupt the natural skyline of the foothills. Please revise

AMinimizing@ is not Apreserving@
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I19-151 cont'd I19-152

FGMP-1.13

3-1408

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE
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Finally, there is no Implementation Measure for Policy 1.13, which makes the policy meaningless and unenforceable. The Guidelines require at least one
implementation measure for each policy. Accordingly, FGMP 1.13 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines

In addition, by providing that Planned Community Area land uses shall include Aequivalent General Plan land use designations allowed within UDBs,@ it is
unclear whether the foothill-specific development standards will apply. (This also creates an inconsistency with Policy 1.14, which does reference the FGMP
standards.)

As revised, policy 1.13 permits development on lands designated FMU and lands zoned Planned Development -Foothill Combining-Special Mobile Home Zone
OR within development corridors delineated on a Master Development Plan. It is thus inconsistent with FGMP Policy 1.1, which specifically restricts new
development to development corridors delineated within a Master Development Plan. Since Master Development Plans are referenced only in connection with
Planned Communities to be formed on plots in excess of 200 acres. Moreover, in limiting PCA compliance with the FGMP to Levels I and II, it completely
removes PCA developments from the FGMP resource-based analysis of site and project suitability required under Levels III and IV. As noted even in this revised
FGMP, this process is a “critical component to the implementation of the FGMP.” At Part II, page 3-4. This revised policy is inconsistent with the intent, and
other policies, of the FGMP. Please revise to bring it into compliance.

COMMENTS: Policy 1.13 is so confusing that it fails to provide comprehensible guidance to the public. It is also inconsistent with other FGMP policies.

Planned development within the foothills may be
located within development corridors on lands
designated Foothill Mixed use (FMU) and zoned
Planned Development-Foothill Combining-Special
Mobile Home Zone (PD-F-M), or within
development corridors delineated on a Master
Development Plan, established in compliance with
the FGMP first and second level planning criteria,
where an area has been designated as a Planned
Community Area (PCA) in the FGMP and zoned
Planned Community (PC) pursuant to
requirements of the Tulare County Planned
Community (PC) Zoning Ordinance. PCA land
uses shall included [sic] equivalent General Plan
land use designations allowed within UDBs.

The substance of IM-8 is good and should be made a policy in its own right, with an appropriate IM of its own.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

Letter I19

I19-152 cont'd I19-153

FGMP-1.15

FGMP-1.14
NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

3-1409
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A more appropriate policy would require that Development Corridors be designated only where there are already existing road linkages. Please revise.

COMMENTS: Policy 1.15 appears to be an attempt to overcome the objection that development of new communities (Aplanned@ or otherwise) that are
discontinuous with, and not natural outgrowths or expansions of, existing communities create urban sprawl. However, simply building new roads to connect
otherwise scattered developments (Aprovide continuity@) does not ameliorate the problems associated with leapfrog development, and in fact exacerbates the
problem by creating more traffic-inducing roadways. The cumulative impact of such roads, connecting an unspecified number of discontinuous new
developments, has not B but must be B assessed to adequately determine the environmental impact of the construction.

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

I19-153 cont'd I19-154

For Planned Community Areas and Development
Corridors within the foothills, road linkages may
be used to provide for continuity of otherwise
discontinues [sic] development corridors, provided
that new road construction is consistent with all
other requirements of the General Plan.

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

Because there is no Implementation Measure for Policy 1.14, this provision fails to meet the minimum standards required under the Guidelines. At least one
implementation measure is required for each policy.

COMMENTS: To ensure compliance with the FGMP, please change the word Awill@ to Ashall@. AWill@ signifies only a prediction that lands will be protected for
open space uses, while Ashall@ requires the County to comply,

For Panned Community Areas within the foothills,
the Planned Community (PC) Zone shall be used.
Development corridors shall be delineated through
the Master Development Plan (MDP) process.
The MDP shall clearly demonstrate how "First and
Second Level" FGMP planning criteria are or can
be met. Lands that fail to meet these criteria for
development will be protected for open space uses.

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.
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I19-155

IM-8. Substantial improvement or expansion to
commercial uses not located in Three Rivers,
Springville, and Lemon Cove shall conform to the
development standards contained in the FGMP.

3-1410

.

The County shall encourage new commercial
development to first consider the communities of
Springville, Three Rivers, and Lemon Cove, which
are suitable for commercial development. For
Planned Community Areas within the foothills,
commercial areas will be designated within the
development corridors through the Master
Development Plan process.

FGMP-2.1
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IM-9. The County shall ensure that the land use
and circulation plan for a development corridor will
limit retail commercial development designations
outside Three Rivers, Springville, and Lemon Cove
unless determined to be appropriate and acceptable
as included in a Master Development Plan.

To strengthen and ensure the existing community values and identity in Springville Three Rivers
Lemon Cove and the Badger Development Corridor, as development proceeds.

Both FGMP- 1.16 and its implementation measure must be revised to provide measurable guidelines

IM-8 doesn’t=t implement Policy 1.16 as it applies only to substantial improvement to or expansion of commercial uses, whereas Policy 1.16 applies to all
development in the designated areas.

Policy: How is Asuperior environment@ to be measured? Criteria?

COMMENTS: NOTE: FGMP Development Standards are set out in Section 3.12, not an Appendix.

Unless it can be demonstrated that an alternative
standard will result in attainment of a superior
environment, when preparing Specific Plans,
Master Development Plans, or Area Development
Plans and standards therein for areas within the
foothills, at a minimum, the development standards
within the FGMP Appendix shall apply.

I19-155 cont'd I19-156

Goal 2

FGMP-1.16

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

Happily, there is no Implementation Measure for this Policy, so it is unenforceable as well as inadequate under the Guidelines. Please create an appropriate IM to
implement the revised policy.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

Letter I19

I19-157

3-1411

FGMP-2.2
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COMMENTS: What are the Aestablished land use patterns@ within the Badger Development Corridor? No such patterns or zones are shown on either the
Badger/Elderwood Development Corridor Map (Figure 3-2) or the GPU Land Use Map; without documentation of existing land use patterns it will be impossible
to assess either the progress toward achieving the goal, or the environmental impact of implementing the Plan.

IM-11. The County may initiate changes in the
FGMP specifically for the Badger Development
Corridor to accommodate uses of property and
densities not presently reflected in the FGMP, so
long as specific plans for development and densities
have been prepared and are available for review at
the time the Commission initiates consideration of
the plan change.

I19-157 cont'd

The County shall maintain appropriate zoning
within the Badger Development Corridor in order
to promote residential densities compatible with
established land use patterns.

IM -9 - rather than encouraging commercial development to locate in the existing towns, IM-9 simply enables Aappropriate and acceptable@ commercial
development to be included in a Master Development Plan. Development Corridor without providing any specific means of determining what is Aappropriate@ or
Aacceptable.@ A new Implementation Measure should be drafted that sets out specific measures the County will take to achieve the policy.

Accordingly, FGMP-2.1 doesn’t promote the goal of strengthening and ensuring the values and identities of Springville, Three Rivers, Lemon Cove or Badger.
The language re: PCAs should not be part of this policy statement.

How does encouraging new commercial development strengthen and ensure existing community values and identity? If it is assumed that it does further the goal
by strengthening a community=s local economy, the new policy language regarding Planned Community Areas is inherently inconsistent with the goal, as it
neither follows from nor relates to encouraging development first in Three Rivers, Springville, Lemon Cove or the Badger Development Corridor, and in fact
undermines the policy by permitting commercial development in new planned community developments (which would be the subject of any Master Development
Plan). Construction of commercial structures will almost always be easier when done in connection with completely new development rather than as infill
construction. The likely result of permitting development of new towns, including commercial development within those towns, in the foothills will be that it will
be increasingly difficult to encourage commerce to locate in the existing towns.

COMMENTS: Policy: In changing the language of the provision to require the County only to Aencourage@ consideration of these communities, the Revised
FGMP has shifted the decision-making power from the County B which formerly could determine where a proposed enterprise would be appropriate based on all
relevant factors B to the commercial enterprise, which most likely is not in possession of all the information available to the County. Please explain the analysis
and rationale for shifting the decision-making power (which in effect is a basic land-use determination) away from the County. Please also explain 1) what the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of changing this provision will be; 2) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts have been or will
be measured; 3) what baseline data has been compiled on commercial location decision-making; and 4) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts resulting from the deletion of this provision.
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I19-158

3-1412
IM-10. The County shall maintain appropriate
zoning within the Badger Development Corridor
which requires a 5-acre minimum parcel size.
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I19-159

To ensure that new development be designed in a manner which minimizes impact to foothill
areas including grading, vegetation disturbance, tree removal, and intrusion onto natural

COMMENTS: At last! One that actually seems appropriate! BUT! Why do this policy and IM depart from the overall FGMP approach of basing development
on environmental factors such as water availability, slope, vegetation, landmarks, watercourses, etc.? If background data exist to support these densities and
parcel sizes, please include them in the revised FGMP. If such background data don=t exist, how will the County assess progress toward achieving the goal, or the
environmental impact of implementing the Plan?

The County shall limit the maximum residential
density of areas within the Badger Development
Corridor to one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres.

I19-158 cont'd

Goal 3

FGMP-2.3

This IM does not meet the minimum requirements of Guidelines.

How does IM-11 relate to Policy FGMP-2.3 and IM-10?

This policy and IM have been in effect since 1981, and the implementation timeline shows this policy and IM as Aongoing.@ Please disclose what changes
have been made since the adoption of the 1981 FGMP. FGMP 2.2 cites AAmendment 83-03. New Development, Modification to Adopted Element@ B why
is this Amendment to the FGMP not included as part of the FGMP, and why are any changes not disclosed on the land use map and/or FGMP map so
that the public and planners are aware of the FGMP as currently constituted?

Please explain why this policy and IM depart so radically from the overall policies of the FGMP. What opportunities will be afforded for public review
and input into proposed changes? What are the Auses@ and densities that may be proposed and/or permitted? What demonstrated need supports what is
in essence a nullification of the FGMP in the Badger/Elderwood corridor? What are the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect effects of the
proposed changes?

Rather than implementing Policy 2.2, IM-11 implements changes by authorizing the County to initiate changes to accommodate uses and densities not
contemplated in the FGMP. The provision that Aspecific plans for development and densities@ must have been prepared and made available for review provides no
guidance as to what must have been provided as part of those plans, and no assurance that the proposed development will be consistent with either the intent or the
specific policies of the FGMP.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

Letter I19

I19-160

FGMP-3.1

3-1413

IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the
location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the County's
policies, findings to that effect shall be forwarded to
the appropriate decision-making body.

PROPOSED REVISION: The County shall adopt
the LEED-NC and LEED-ND design standards and
guidelines for development in the foothills which
will require development to follow smart growth
principles such as, but not limited to, planned unit or
cluster development, and to conserve and preserve
surrounding open space from unnecessary
disturbance. minimize grading, vegetation
disturbance, and intrusion onto natural watercourses,
canyons, or areas which host rare or endangered
species of prominent landmarks.

PROPOSED REVISION: The County shall require
development in the foothills, whether residential or
commercial, to employ innovative design, such as
planned unit or cluster development, and to meet
LEED-ND or LEED-NC standards to conserve and
preserve surrounding open space from unnecessary
disturbance.

19
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Language in red is a proposed strengthening revision consistent with the intent of the expressed goal.

IM-7 does not implement this policy B although the direction to Aencourage@ is inherently weak itself, the passive review of proposals already submitted for Site
Plan Review does not even Aencourage@ innovative design. Strong, specific design standards that make clear the County=s intention to require innovative design
would allow developers to present appropriately designed projects in the first instance, thus saving both the County and the developer time and money.

COMMENTS: Policy: while this policy is basically a good one, it would be more effective if revised to require new developments to comply with LEED-ND
standards. It should also be clarified to establish that the term Aresidential development@ is not limited to developments of whole neighborhoods, but also applies
to individual construction, which should be required to meet LEED-NC standards in order to minimize the identified impacts.

The County shall encourage innovatively-designed
residential development in the foothills, such as
planned unit or cluster development that conserves
and preserves surrounding open space from
unnecessary disturbances.

watercourses, canyons, and prominent landmarks, or rare and endangered species sites, and
protects the County=s dark skies. 19
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I19-160 cont'd

The County shall allow rock, sand, and gravel
excavation operations in the foothills upon
approval of a Surface Mining Permit. A decision
on said use shall be based on, but not limited to,
criteria such as irreversible environmental impacts,
reclamation measures and procedures that mitigate
the environmental impacts as identified in the
ERM Section 8.2: Mineral Resources - Surface
Mining and Section 8.3: Mineral Resources Other.
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NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

I19-160 cont'd

FGMP-3.2

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.4-1, which cites this policy and IM in support of the RDEIR=s conclusion that the identified environmental impact is
ALess Than Significant,@ and Impact 3.4-3, which cites this policy and IM in mitigation of the identified Significant and Unavoidable impact, below.

Please see also prior comments re IM-7 (in response to Policies 1.5, 1.6 and 1.7)

Please also specify which types of projects only require Site Plan Review so the public can tell to what this policy and IM apply. This revision of the FGMP has
also deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this section, the Implementation
Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.
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I19-161

3-1414

FGMP 3.2
cont’d

3-1415
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The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

New Policy 3.2 is even further deficient: it cannot be enforced without an implementation measure. The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure
for each policy. FGMP 3.2 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.

New FGMP 3.2 is also weaker than the policy from which it is drawn because as revised, it no longer requires the County to consider short-term environmental,
social and economic impacts when considering a request for a Surface Mining Permit. These elements are highly relevant to CEQA analysis and should be
restored.

The current, 1981 plan also specifies that it the policy will be implemented through the Aenvironmental impact report process@ (p. 27 of 1981 FGMP). This IM
properly addresses the concerns shared both by Foothill residents and CEQA. Why has it been deleted?

Mining and excavation activities have both temporary, short term as well as long-term, permanent environmental impacts. The County should not be REQUIRED
to grant permission for such excavations. The 1981 policy required a conditional use permit; the revised policy requires a mining permit. Why was this
requirement changed, and what are the implications and impacts of the change?

Why has new FGMP-3.2 weakened the County=s ability to evaluate the appropriateness of proposed excavation operations by changing the current discretionary
policy (AThe County MAY ALLOW@) to a policy that makes allowance of rock, sand and gravel excavation operations mandatory (AThe County SHALL
ALLOW@)? The language of Policy 3.2 is also internally inconsistent, as the new mandatory ASHALL ALLOW@ in the first sentence makes the decision criteria
set out in the second sentence (on which discretionary decisions should be made) both meaningless and irrelevant.

INITIAL INCONSISTENCY: Policy 3.2 relies on mitigation measures Aas identified in the ERM Section 8.2: Mineral Resources - Surface Mining and 8.3:
Mineral Resources - Other.@ Section 8.2 contains 13 policies and 21 Implementation Measures, all but two of which seek to facilitate exploitation of
mineral deposits; Section 8.3 contains 5 policies and 2 Implementation Measures, only one of which mentions environmental impacts, and none of which
sets out criteria that could be used to mitigate such impacts. (The one that does simply requires an analysis under CEQA, which would be required
anyway.) NOTE: only one of the five policies in ERM Section 8.3 has an Implementation Measure.

COMMENTS: This policy is a mess.
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I19-161 cont'd

IM -20. The County shall ensure the Zoning
Ordinance maintains the Planned DevelopmentFoothill (PD-F-M) Zone which will be applied to
properties in a development corridor that are suited
for development.

3-1416

The County shall identify and protect those
environmentally sensitive areas in the foothill
development corridors which should be maintained
as open space, such as areas characterized by
floodplains, steep slopes (30 percent or greater),
unstable geology, unique archaeological/historical
sites, habitat of special status species, and scenic
vistas.

FGMP-4.1
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COMMENTS: Policy 4.1, while essentially a good one, does not further the goal of providing recreational and open space opportunities. It is also limited insofar

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

To provide recreational and open space opportunities both for local residents and for the visiting
public.

I19-162

Goal 4

Does Adevelopment@ as used in Policy FGMP-3.3 refer only to large-scale developments? How will IM-20 ensure that the FGMP Development Standards are met
for single buildings or small scale (i.e. non Planned Development) projects?

COMMENTS: How does IM-20, which relates only to maintenance of the PD-F-M Zone, implement the policy, which requires that development proposals
conform to FGMP Development Standards and the Foothill Mixed Use standards?

The County shall ensure that development
proposals conform to all standards related to the
Foothill Mix [sic] Use designation and the FGMP
Development Standards.

I19-161 cont'd

FGMP-3.3

Please explain what effect the change from a conditional use permit to a mining permit will have. Why was consideration of social and economic impacts of such
excavation operations removed from the factors that must be considered before approving the permit? Please also explain 1)what will the potential direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts of changing this provision overall be; 2) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts have been or will be measured; 4) what
data has been compiled on the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of such mandatorily-approved activities; and 5) how the County will mitigate the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of such activities, especially as concerns social and economic concerns in the area of the excavations. Please also
provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to change the provision from a mandatory one.
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I19-163

3-1417
NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE
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IM-15. Unauthorized encroachment in
environmentally or archeologically sensitive areas
on a project site which are to remain in common
open space shall be prohibited.

I19-164 cont'd

The County shall not require common open space
areas in the foothills to maintain access for the
general public except as provided by the developer
or owners of the property or where otherwise

In providing an appropriate IM for this policy, please specify how the County will Aencourage@ and regulate proposed recreational uses to ensure that they are also
consistent with the goal of protecting the fragile environment and the beauty of the foothills.

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

COMMENTS: The revised version of FGMP-4.2 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines, as the Guidelines require at least one implementation
measure for each policy.

The County shall encourage private recreational
uses in the foothills to help meet future demand for
recreational activities, provided they meet the
development standards of this FGMP and other
County policies.

I19-163 cont'd

FGMP-4.3

FGMP-4.2

Finally, the Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 4.1 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines. The lack
of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA. As a
result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

Policy 4.1 is more appropriately a policy under Goal 8 (Environment Protection). Please move the policy accordingly and provide Guidelines-compliant
implementation measures for it that directly address identifying and protecting environmentally sensitive areas.

As restated in the GPU, Policy 4.1 has also changed the previous reference to Aspecial wildlife species@ to Aspecial status species.@ The previous designation
permitted the County to determine that a species was Aspecial@ whether or not it qualifies for formal protection as a Aspecial status@ species. As revised, the
County no longer has the ability B or the obligation B to do this. The language of the 1981 FGMP is environmentally superior.

Please revise the policy to encompass the entire foothill region instead of just areas within development corridors.

as it applies only to areas in development corridors. Since Planned Community Areas are not at this time limited to areas within development corridors, and may
be permitted anywhere in the foothill region, it is crucial that environmentally sensitive areas throughout the region be identified and protected.
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I19-165
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2. Assure that the Tulare County Zoning Ordinance contains agricultural zones that will protect
and enhance the viability of foothill agriculture through the provision of adequate minimum parcel

1. Protect extensive and intensive agricultural areas as identified by the FGMP from
encroachment on non-agricultural uses through the use of large lot exclusive agricultural zoning.

The deleted policies are:

Despite the GPU=s key objective of protecting County agriculture, the Agricultural Lands element
of the 1981 FGMP has been decimated in this revision. What was Goal 5 in the 1981 FGMP now
appears as both the Goal and the sole FGMP Ag. policy B Policy 5.1 does no more than repeat the
language of the goal. Moreover, the revised FGMP fails to disclose that not one of the three
current policies has been brought forward to the GPU and misleadingly indicates that FGMP 5.1 is
the same as 1981 AGoal 5; Policy 5-1, p. 15.@ That the prior language has also been weakened by
the addition of the words Awhenever possible@ is also not disclosed.

To maintain and preserve extensive and intensive agricultural uses in the foothill area.

I19-165 cont'd

Goal 5

IM-15 (without the limitation as to Aa project site which [is] to remain in common open space@ is more appropriate as a policy, as it establishes a good step in the
direction of protecting sensitive areas but is unrelated to, and does not implement, policy FGMP-4.3. Please revise.

COMMENTS: Policy: Please clarify: the term Acommon open space@ implies that, by definition, the open space is dedicated to the public. Under what
circumstances will the County not require public access to common open space? If the intent of this policy is to protect a private landowner=s ability to exclude
the public from land designated as open space, please revise the policy by deleting the word Acommon.@

required by the General Plan.
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I19-166

FGMP-5.1

3-1419
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IM-17. The County shall ensure the Tulare County
Zoning Ordinance maintains a zone that protects
extensive agriculture. This zone shall ensure that
the minimum parcel size is adequate to protect
foothill grazing. The zone shall also be flexible
enough to allow for intensive agricultural uses to be
divided from larger extensive agricultural uses.

IM-12. The County shall assure that the Tulare
County Zoning Ordinance maintains agricultural
zones that will protect and enhance the viability of
foothill agriculture through the provisions of
adequate minimum parcel sizes.

I19-166 cont'd

The County shall maintain and preserve extensive
and intensive agricultural uses in the foothills,
wherever possible.

Deletion of these policies is inherently inconsistent with the overall policies of the Revised
General Plan 2030 Update. Please explain why these important policies have been deleted, what
the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of deleting these provisions will be on
continued agricultural uses in the foothills; 3) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts on foothill agriculture have been or will be measured; 4) what new baseline data has
been compiled on foothill agricultural uses; and 5) how the County will mitigate the potential
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from the deletion of these provisions. Please
also provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to delete the provisions and why
this major change was not disclosed.

3. Limit residential development densities within the APlanned Development-Foothill@ areas of
Success Valley in order to avoid conflicts with intensive agricultural uses in the Valley.

size.
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I19-167

IM-19. The County may require agricultural lands
that are in a development corridor and the Planned
Development-Foothill Zone to remain in
agricultural use, if, under the site plan review
process, an inadequate amount of water or improper
soils for waste water disposal exists.

IM-18. The County shall identify and maintain
extensive and intensive agricultural areas, as
identified by the FGMP through the use of large lot
exclusive agricultural zoning to reduce
encroachment of non-agricultural uses.

3-1420
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IM-17 is also unclear - what does Aflexible enough to allow for intensive agricultural uses to be divided from larger extensive agricultural uses@ mean and why

As reformatted, the IMs no longer provide the protection from encroachment of non-agricultural uses provided in the current 1981 policy: today the policy clearly
requires the large-lot zoning to apply to areas identified in the FGMP, while IM-17 is vague and does not directly link the zoning requirement to lands within the
FGMP. IM-18 further weakens the protection by substituting Aidentify and maintain@ for the current Aprotect.@

IM-17 and IM-18 are loosely based on current policy 5-1 which provides AProtect extensive and intensive agricultural areas as identified by the FGMP from
encroachment on non-agricultural uses through the use of large lot exclusive agricultural zoning.@

IM-12 is the former Policy 5-2. Because Implementation Measures must be specific, quantifiable measures, the language of the former policy is inadequate to
ensure that the policy is carried out.

Given the County=s emphasis on preserving agricultural lands, please provide the analysis and rationale behind the modification of this provision. Please also
explain 1) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of changing this section will be; 2) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
have been or will be measured; 3) what baseline measures of currently existing foothill agricultural land have been compiled; and 4)how the County will mitigate
the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from the weakening of this section.

COMMENTS: Policy 5-1 substantially changes Agricultural Lands policy 1 in the 1981 Plan. Where FGMP-5.1 now provides only that AThe County shall
maintain and preserve extensive and intensive agricultural uses in the foothills@, the provision on which it is based provided much more: AProtect extensive and
intensive agricultural areas as identified by the FGMP from encroachment of non-agricultural uses through the use of large lot exclusive agriculture
zoning.@ By omitting the statement of means by which these agricultural lands shall be maintained, the FGMP removes one level of protection from these
properties. The policy also merely duplicates Goal 5 in a weakened form because of the added words Awhenever possible.@
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I19-167 cont'd

3-1421
Page 70 of 95

SEE ALSO discussion of Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, which cite this policy and IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental
impact, below.

Please provide the analysis and rationale for deleting the Site Plan Review process from the FGMP, and also explain 1) what the potential direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts of the change will be; 2) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts have been or will be measured; 3) what data has been
compiled to justify the change; 4) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from the modification of this and
other provisions that rely on the Site Plan Review process for implementation.

The current FGMP implements this policy by requiring the Site Plan Review Committee to review development along scenic highways and roads Ato insure that
the visual qualities of the thoroughfare are not blighted.@ However, this revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out
the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process
or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless. Please restore.

COMMENTS: IM-6 is vague and therefore provides little guidance to either planners or the public - to which development standards does it refer? Please
specify both the FGMP and the General Plan Scenic Corridors/Scenic Roads standards. As written, the Implementation Measure is also ineffective because
it relates only to new development, while the policy covers improvements of any kind B including changes to existing ones. Please revise.

PROPOSED REVISION: The County shall develop
specific standards to govern development or
improvements proposed for locations adjacent to
scenic highways and roads. The Site Plan Review
Committee shall not approve any proposed
development or improvement that fails to meet the
requirements set forth in the scenic roadways
development standards.

The County shall ensure that the visual qualities of
State Highways 190 and 198 and County scenic
routes are maintained and protected against
obtrusive development improvements.

FGMP-6.1
IM-6. The County shall use the Site Plan Review
Committee to ensure that the new development
adjacent to scenic highways and roads meets the
requirements set forth in the development standards.

To provide local protection of scenic highways and routes within the foothills.

Goal 6

Please restore 1981 Policies 5.1 - 5.3 as policies with appropriate IMs.

IM-18 has also weakened the current policy by replacing the direction to Aprotect ... agricultural uses... from encroachment@ with the weaker Areduce
encroachment@ of non-agricultural uses, which implies that some unspecified level of encroachment is acceptable.

should intensive agriculture need to be Adivided from@ extensive agriculture?
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I19-167 cont'd I19-168

FGMP-6.3

FGMP-6.2
NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

3-1422
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IM-6. The County shall use the Site Plan Review
Committee to ensure that the new development
adjacent to scenic highways and roads meets the

PROPOSED REVISION: The County shall require
that development along all scenic highways and

I19-169

The County shall require that development along
all scenic highways and routes meet the
development standards of the FGMP.

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are without foundation and unreliable.
SEE ALSO discussion of Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, which cite this policy and IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental
impact, below.

Please explain 1) why these listings were deleted; 2) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of deleting these listings will be on the levels of
protection afforded the affected roads; 3) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on scenic roads have been or will be measured; 4) what new
baseline data has been compiled on State and County scenic roads; and 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
resulting from the deletion of these maps and listings. Please also provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to delete the provisions.

The current FGMP implements this policy (page 30) by stating ALevel III of the FGMP provides for circulation patterns for each of the development corridors.
Those roads with unique visual qualities are shown as scenic roads.@ These roads B Hwy. 245; Hwy 198 from north of Exeter through Three Rivers; M296/J37 - Yokohl Drive/Balch Park Drive (from Hwy 198 to Hwy. 190); J28 from near Springville to Strathmore; portions of Hwy. 190; Globe Drive near
Springville; and J42/Success Drive B were included in maps in the 1981 Plan which have now been deleted, but they do not show up in any of the revised
land use maps showing development corridors in the FGMP area, nor are they identified in the body of the revised FGMP. Why have they been delisted? Which, if any, of the designated scenic roads have received official status as County Scenic Roads?

Because there is no Implementation Measure for this policy, it is unenforceable. The Guidelines require at least one Implementation Measure for each policy.
Without an Implementation Measure, FGMP 6.2 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines. Please provide an appropriate Implementation
Measure.

Policy 6.2 is a good beginning but it doesn’t=t go far enough. The County should not only seek and identify scenic routes, it should designate the roads as such so
that they become subject to standards designed to protect scenic routes. Simply identifying a route does not provide protection for its unique nature. Please
revise.

COMMENTS: The language of this policy has been changed, substituting the word Aroute@ for the word Aroads.@ What is the significance of this change?

The County shall continue to seek and identify
County routes, which due to their scenic and rural
characteristics, should receive a County "scenic
routes" designation.
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FGMP-6.4

IM-14. The County shall promote the use of
cluster development, greater setback distances,
landscaping, and innovative lot design to protect
scenic corridors within the County. Provisions for
the use of these tools shall be incorporated into the
County's land development ordinances.

requirements set forth in the development standards.

routes meet the development standards of the
General Plan Update 2010 and of the FGMP;
development shall not detract from the visual
amenities of the area

3-1423
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IM-14. The County shall promote the use of
cluster development, greater setback distances,
landscaping, and innovative lot design to protect
scenic corridors within the County. Provisions for
the use of these tools shall be incorporated into the
County's land development ordinances.

PROPOSED MODIFICATION: The County shall
require that development located along or in
proximity to a scenic road or highway, or within a
scenic corridor, be designed in a manner which does
not detract from the visual amenities of the area or
that thoroughfare. The County shall require the

I19-170 cont'd

The County shall require that projects located
within a scenic corridor be designed in a manner,
which does not detract from the visual amenities of
that thoroughfare. The County shall support
through the use [o]f its authority and police powers
the design of infrastructure that minimizes visual

SEE ALSO discussion of Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, which cite this policy and IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental
impact, below.

IM-14 should be revised to specify (1) provisions and protocols against which progress on achieving the policy and goal will be achieved B how will the County
Apromote@ the cited design conditions?, (2) that landscaping installed along scenic routes must use trees and vegetation native to the foothills (to preserve the
integrity of the environment and to ensure that the water needs of any plants installed is appropriate for the climate) and (3) to expand the scope of the Measure to
cover scenic roads that may not also be located within a designated scenic corridor.

This revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this
section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

IM-6 is ineffective because it relates only to new development, while the policy covers development of any kind B including changes to existing structures.
Please revise. (See proposed revision at 6.1 above). Since the Revised DGPU appears to have incorporated additional standards that are intended to protect scenic
highways, routes and corridors, please also revise to require development along scenic roads in the FGMP area to meet all the relevant standards.

COMMENTS: The Revised DGPU appears to have incorporated additional standards that are intended to protect scenic highways, routes and corridors. Please
revise this policy to require development along scenic roads in the FGMP area to meet all the relevant standards.

.
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FGMP-6.5

design of infrastructure in scenic areas to minimize
visual impacts to surrounding areas. For example,
new roadways or improvement to or expansion of
existing roadways shall be located in areas that
minimize the visual impact on rural and natural
places.

3-1424

It thus does not meet the

IM-14. The County shall promote the use of
cluster development, greater setback distances,
landscaping, and innovative lot design to protect
Page 73 of 95

IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the
location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the County's
policies, findings to that effect shall be forwarded to
the appropriate decision-making body.

I19-171 cont'd

The County shall encourage projects proposed on
lands within a scenic corridor with a nonagricultural or non-open space land use
designation, to use a cluster development concept.
Appropriate land uses for the open space areas
shall include, but will not be limited to, public or
private open space, wildlife habitat or agriculture.

SEE ALSO discussion of Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, which cite this policy and IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental
impact, below.

Finally, IM-14 does not include any measures that implement the policy of locating roadways to minimize visual impact.
requirements of the Guidelines.

The IM also does not set out specific, quantifiable measures that will provide guidance as to how the County will Asupport@ the Infrastructure design. What
exactly does the Ause of [the County=s] authority and police powers@ mean in this context? How does this language provide guidance to the public or to planners?

IM-14 is limited in its application to designated scenic corridors. It will not, therefore, further the goal of protecting all scenic roads and highways in the foothills.

If the County intends to grant exemptions or exceptions to the policy it should specify the conditions under which such exceptions or exemptions will be
considered and how requests will be evaluated.

COMMENTS: Because Goal 6 is intended to apply throughout the foothills, the Policy should not be limited in its application to designated scenic corridors, and
the requirement should not be weakened by the open-ended phrase Awhenever feasible.@ The Policy should also not be limited in application to Aroadways@ B it
should apply to all improvements or developments, as the goal is to protect the view as seen from the road as well as protecting the view from the road=s presence.

impacts to surrounding areas by locating roadways
in areas that minimize the visual impact on rural
and natural places whenever feasible.
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I19-172

Goal 7

scenic corridors within the County. Provisions for
the use of these tools shall be incorporated into the
County's land development ordinances.
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By contrast, the required additional mitigating policies ERM-6.2, 6.3 and 6.6 provide specific
instructions that the County shall protect cultural and archaeological resources, and permit
development only after a site specific investigation has been conducted. The same level of

The policies under this Goal misleadingly suggest that they have Amodified@ the existing FGMP
policies when they have actually replaced them. 1981 Policy 7-1 and 7-2 required inventory and
mapping of historical sites by experts in Tulare County history Afor purposes of environmental
impact review of foothill projects.@ The proposed revision inappropriately abdicates this
responsibility to developers.

I19-172 cont'd

To protect historical/archeological sites located in the Foothill Area

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.1-5, which cites this IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental impact, below.

IM-14 - appears duplicative of the policy itself. How shall the County Apromote@ the use of these elements? What provision will be incorporated? The
Guidelines require IMs to provide measurable steps; this IM is inadequate.

This revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this
section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

IM-7 See also comment to IM-7 at FGMP 1.5, above, which also applies here.

COMMENTS: Policy 6.5, while generally good, needs significant tightening. How will the County Aencourage@ the use of cluster development?
AEncourage@ should be changed to Arequire.@ As written it is unclear whether the use of the term Aopen space@ in the second sentence is being used generically
(i.e., does it refer to open space within a development?) or whether it refers to the specific land use designation. If the latter, is this a zoning determination? If so,
the IM should direct the change to the zoning ordinance. Finally, and again, while the policy is generally a good one it does not really relate to protecting scenic
roads and highways, and might be more appropriately a policy under Goal 8.
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I19-173

FGMP-7.1

3-1426

IM- 22. The developer shall provide the
appropriate fees for review of a project area by the
California Archeological Inventory Information
Center if the project site and affected areas are
located in proximity to hilltops, buttes,
watercourses, etc. which might have archeological
value. A more thorough on-site investigation by a
qualified archeologist should be undertaken if
deemed necessary by the District Archeologist.

Not a policy - improperly transfers responsibility for
protecting historical sites to developer who has no
basis for knowledge of historical sites or evaluating
whether Aworthy@ of preservation and more critically,
no interest in finding a historical site that may or will
interfere with the developer=s plans (and $$$)
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IM -22 is good start for protection of archeological sites, insofar as it defers evaluation of the site to a professional organization with appropriate expertise.
However, FGMP-7.1 deals with all historic sites and buildings, not just archaeological sites. IM 22 therefore doesn’t=t further the policy for other historic sites or
buildings. In addition, IM.22 only applies to areas Alocated in proximity to hilltops, buttes, watercourses, etc.@ To be truly effective in protecting historic and
archeological sites this limitation should be eliminated so that a proper evaluation is made no matter where the site is located. Please revise.

The discretionary language of FGMP-7.1 (ACounty may@) makes the provision of the specified information an option, not a requirement at all. The policy also
inappropriately places the determination of whether a historical site or building exists or is Aworthy of historical preservation@ on the developer, whose interests
will by definition be in conflict with either disclosing the existence of a possibly historic site or with a finding of historical worthiness. The policy, as written,
will not advance the goal of protecting historical or archeological sites.

COMMENTS: This Policy has been significantly revised from the current 1981 policy, which requires the County to obtain an inventory of historical sites and
buildings worthy of protection from the Tulare County Historical Society. Has such an inventory been compiled and kept up to date? If, 30 years later, the
inventory has not been made, please explain why not. How can the public rely on Implementation Measures propounded on paper by the County if they are not
carried out?
The RDEIR points out at page 3.12-10 that only qualified professionals can access the records maintained by the Information Center at California
State University Bakersfield records associated with reported cultural resources surveys, including the records pertinent to sensitive sites. How
then is a developer going to be able to provide the information requested in this Policy and IM?

The County may require the developer to provide
information at time of application submittal
regarding any historical site and/or building that
occupies the project area that is worthy of
historical preservation.

protection should apply to Foothill sites. If ERM-6.2, 6.3 and 6.6 (as revised and with further
revision to create effective Implementation Measures) are intended to apply to the FGMP, they
should be cross-referenced to ensure application to development within the FGMP area.
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I19-173 cont'd I19-174

FGMP-7.3

IM-22. The developer shall provide the appropriate
fees for review of a project area by the California
Archeological Inventory Information Center if the
project site and affected areas are located in
proximity to hilltops, buttes, watercourses, etc.
which might have archeological value. A more
thorough on-site investigation by a qualified
archeologist should be undertaken if deemed
necessary by the District Archeologist.

3-1427
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NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

I19-175

The County shall protect significant historical or
archeological sites, such as the one located on
Rocky Hill, from development through
maintenance of the site in open space. This policy
shall not preclude development on adjacent
property even though such property may be under

The discretionary language of FGMP-7.2 (ACounty may@) also makes the provision of the specified information an option, not a requirement. Again, the policy, as
written, will not advance the goal of protecting historical or archeological sites.

The current Implementation Measure for this policy also asserts that AAn archeological sensitivity map has been prepared for Tulare County by the Anthropology
Department, California State University Fresno. This map is for general use to determine areas of the foothills that have the potential of encompassing
archaeological sites. If a project is within a sensitive area, a more thorough on-site investigation by a qualified archaeologist should be undertaken.@ Where is
this map? Has it been updated since 1981? Why has it not been included in either the revised FGMP or the General Plan documents?

The current 1981 FGMP more appropriately places responsibility for identifying and mapping historic and archeologically important sites on the County with the
assistance of the Tulare County Historical Society. Please revise to return responsibility to an entity or entities which do not have an inherent conflict of
interest, and to make the policy mandatory.

COMMENTS: The policy inappropriately places the responsibility for identifying possible archeological sites on the developer, who is not qualified to make
such determinations, and whose interests will by definition be in conflict with disclosing the existence of a possibly historic site. The policy, as written, will not
advance the goal of protecting historical or archeological sites.

The County may require the developer to provide
information at time of application submittal
regarding possible archeological sites if a project
is located in proximity to archeological sensitive
areas such as hilltops, buttes, watercourses, etc.

I19-174 cont'd

FGMP-7.2

Please confirm the identity of the California Archeological Inventory Information Center, as no organization of this name appears to exist.
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I19-176

3-1428

The County shall discourage the location of
development and improvements that are in close
proximity to watercourse areas and riparian
habitat, and prevent actual encroachment into
those habitats.

FGMP-8.1
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COMMENTS: Watercourse and riparian areas are critical to the County=s ability to recharge its water supply. Development, improvements and encroachments
should be prohibited, not just discouraged. (Exceptions for minimal uses such as diversions for watering livestock may be specified.)

IM- 23. The County shall ensure environmentally
sensitive and riparian areas within development
corridors are designated as open space on the
FGMP reference maps.

IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the
location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the County's
policies, findings to that effect shall be forwarded to
the appropriate decision-making body.

To protect the natural features of the foothills by directing development to selected areas.

I19-176 cont'd

Goal 8

The lack of an Implementation Measure makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA. As
a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

The current FGMP implements the original policy as follows: AThe site plan review process will insure that significant historical and archaeological sites will
remain protected through provision for open space easements on such sites.@

Because there is no Implementation Measure for this policy, the policy is unenforceable and mere wishful thinking. The Guidelines require at least one
implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 7.3 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.

COMMENTS: In requiring protection of historical or archeological sites, Policy 7.3 is good. However, the new, added language permitting development on
adjacent property, without an appropriate buffer zone, is likely to lead to the degradation or even loss of the site to be protected through any number of
unavoidable environmental impacts. The County should create and adopt a policy that requires a site that has been identified as worthy of protection to be
evaluated by a qualified expert to determine what additional measures, including possible development restrictions on adjacent properties, may be
required to fully protect the site. The tacked-on language permitting development on adjacent property should be deleted. What were you thinking??

the same ownership as the site to be protected.
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NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

3-1429

IM-31. The County shall ensure that
unconventional disposal methods will be reviewed
by the Tulare County Health and Human Services
Agency to ensure that the standards of the Water
Quality Control Board are met.
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IM-30. The County shall require a properly
designed wastewater disposal system to prevent
surface or groundwater contamination and a
drainage plan which minimizes sedimentation

I19-180

The County shall protect Lake Kaweah and Lake
Success from contamination due to runoff from
development, underground seepage of waste
effluent, or intrusion of incompatible land uses by

What is an Aunconventional disposal method@? Would it be the same as an Ainnovative@ method?

The County shall ensure that new wastewater
systems meet the standards of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board and Tulare County Health
& Human Services.

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.4-3, which cites this policy and IM in support of the RDEIR=s conclusion that policies in the GPU support the
Attorney General=s recommendations as set out in Table 3.4-5.

I19-179

FGMP-8.5

FGMP-8.4

The County shall prohibit development of
residences or permanent structures within the 100year floodway.

FGMP-8.3

IM-29. The County shall require submission of a
drainage plan with development projects in
conjunction with the site plan review.

I19-177 cont'd I19-178

COMMENTS: Until an appropriate Implementation Measure is provided for this policy, it is unenforceable. The Guidelines require at least one implementation
measure for each policy. FGMP 8.3 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines. The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to
evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA. As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the
RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

The County shall assure that drainage patterns of
foothill developments are designed to prevent
contamination and sedimentation due to soil
erosion.

FGMP-8.2

IM-23 applies only to environmentally sensitive areas Awithin development corridors@, thus leaving sensitive areas outside development corridors B to which
Policy 8.1 apparently also applies B open to encroachment and destruction. IM-23 also does not ensure that development in identified and mapped areas will be
prohibited, as it requires only that the area be designated on reference maps.

IM-7 see prior comments on IM-7 above. Note also that any Implementation Measure for this policy should specify the distance to be maintained from a riparian
area B Aclose proximity@ is a subjective measure.
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I19-181

and/or contamination of the lake environment are
engineering measures capable of meeting the intent
of this policy. Should there be some question
regarding the reliability of the engineered systems,
the Site Plan Review Committee shall condition the
project to provide an adequate separation between
the body of water and the development site.

3-1430

The County shall ensure that projects proposed in
the Frazier Valley watershed portion of the Tule
River Development Corridor do not aggravate the
downstream flooding problem by generating
additional runoff from the project site.

The County shall encourage cluster-type
development, narrower road widths, and
minimized cut and fill projects to minimize soil
disturbances. New roads in the foothills should,

FGMP-8.7

I19-182

IM-3. The County shall require a grading and
slope stabilization plan for that portion of the
development exceeding slopes of greater than 15
percent.
Page 79 of 95

IM-24. Drainage plan shall be required for all
projects within the "Foothill Mixed Use" areas of
Frazier Valley. The Site Plan Review Committee
shall not approve any project within Frazier Valley
until the Resource Management Agency has
reviewed said drainage plan and certified that the
proposed drainage facilities will prohibit any
additional storm water discharge from the project
that would aggravate downstream flooding
problems.

I19-181 cont'd

FGMP-8.6

This revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this
section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

This policy is cited as a mitigating factor as to Impact 3.6-1, Impacts 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-3, 3.11-4, and 3.11-5 in the RDEIR - as written this policy cannot
mitigate the environmental impacts of development.

If there is some question about the reliability of the engineered system, the appropriate response is to require that it be re-engineered to ensure reliability;
permitting the project to proceed anyway, with the quick fix of a separation between the lake and the development site merely moves the pollution to another
location!

COMMENTS: IM-30 appears to be missing some language (Aand a drainage plan which minimizes sedimentation and/or contamination of the lake environment
are engineering measures capable of meeting ...@) Please correct so that the effectiveness of this IM can be properly evaluated.

utilizing appropriate design and engineering
concepts and adequately separating the project
from the lake environment.
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FGMP-8.8

IM-25. The developer will be required to phase
road construction to correspond with the phases of
the development proposal.

IM-14. The County shall promote the use of
cluster development, greater setback distances,
landscaping, and innovative lot design to protect
scenic corridors within the County. Provisions for
the use of these tools shall be incorporated into the
County's land development ordinances.

3-1431
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IM-3. The County shall require a grading and
slope stabilization plan for that portion of the
development exceeding slopes of greater than 15

I19-183 cont'd

The County shall require erosion mitigation
measures in new developments to prevent soil loss.

Please provide appropriate IM s.

IM-25 addresses the timing of road construction, but doesn’t=t address any of the issues raised in the policy.

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.1-5, which cites this IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental impact, below.

IM-3 regulates only development on slopes greater than 15%, and then only requires a stabilization plan - which may mitigate but does not minimize cut and fill.
IM-14 does not address road widths, minimized cut and fill or contour- conforming roads. See also comments regarding IM-14 above at FGMP 6.3, 6.4, 6.5.
Please also explain in clear and explicit terms, how IM 14 will Apromote@ the use of cluster developments. Please also explain why IM 14,
which is part of the Foothill Growth Management Plan, applies only to protecting designated scenic corridors, rather than the Foothill region generally. What
analysis was done to determine that such limited scope was warranted? Please explain what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of limiting the
application of this IM to scenic corridors will be; 3) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts have been or will be measured; 4) what baseline
measures have been taken against which to measure the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of so limiting this provision; 5) how the County will
mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from the limited scope of this IM.

The Implementation Measures for this policy are insufficient to implement the policy:

COMMENTS: This is a good policy, but it could be inconsistent with PF-2.7, which requires development within community UDBs to impose urban
development standards, including minimum road widths. Please ensure that Foothill standards will supersede PF-2.7.

whenever possible, conform to the natural contours
of the existing foothill landscape.
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FGMP-8.9

percent.

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

3-1432
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NOTE: FGMP Development Standards 20 and 21 provide that ARemoval or grading around native trees (with a trunk of 6" or larger in
diameter or [sic] 3' above ground surface) which may disturb the root system shall not be allowed during the construction process
unless the Site Plan Review Committee deems it necessary because of road alignments or infrastructure improvements. Any trees to
be removed shall be indicated on the submitted site plan.@ and ARemoval of native trees in areas restricted to open space shall not e
allowed unless the health, safety or welfare of residents associated with the development is endangered. Any trees proposed for
removal must be indicated on the submitted site plan with accompanying information stating why the tree must be removed.

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.4-3, which cites this policy and IM in support of the RDEIR=s conclusion that policies in the GPU support the
Attorney General=s recommendations as set out in Table 3.4-5.

The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 8.9 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines. The lack of an
Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA. As a result,
any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

NOTE - THE RDEIR CITES IMS 15, 23 AND 25 IN CONNECTION WITH THIS POLICY. BECAUSE THESE IM s ARE NOT ASSOCIATED WITH THE
POLICY IN THE REVISED FGMP, THE DOCUMENTS ARE NOT CONSISTENT. IN ADDITION, ONLY IM 23 IS EVEN REMOTELY RELEVANT TO
THE POLICY.

Without an implementation measure, however, the policy is just wishful thinking. Please give this policy some teeth by providing a strong set of Implementation
Measures.

The County has been urged, and has said it intends to adopt an Oak Woodlands Ordinance that would protect native woodlands. It should have been included in
this General Plan.

COMMENTS: Policy 8.9 has a great deal of support, as Foothill residents highly value the natural vegetation B the oak woodlands and wildflowers are
considerable tourist attractions. The policy should be expanded to expressly include native trees and brush.

The County shall restrict the removal of natural
vegetation, except for wildland fire prevention
purposes.

COMMENTS: IM-3 regulates only development on slopes greater than 15%. How will the County prevent soil loss from grading etc. on slopes 15% or less?
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I19-184 cont'd I19-185

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

3-1433

IM-4. The County shall require information in the
site plan review process to delineate slopes 30
percent or greater on the development site. Review
of the proposal by the Committee will prescribe a
project design that will maintain 30 percent slopes
generally free of improvements, unless the
problems associated with steep slopes are
sufficiently mitigated.
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IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the

I19-187

The County shall prohibit unnecessary removal of
native trees on development sites prior to approval

COMMENTS: This revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP;
without this section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

The County shall not allow development on slopes
30 percent or greater, unless the applicant can
sufficiently mitigate the inherent problems
associated with developing on steep slopes.

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

How will this policy be implemented without an implementation measure? The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP
8.10 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.

It appears that this Policy inadvertently omitted the words Ain areas that are@ following the word Adevelopment@ and before the words Aconsidered to be@;
development itself cannot be geologically hazardous. Please correct.

COMMENTS: This policy has nothing to do with the goal of protecting natural features. It should be associated with Goal 10.

The County shall prohibit development that is
considered to be geologically hazardous (slides,
earthquake faults, etc.)

I19-185 cont'd I19-186

FGMP-8.12

FGMP-8.11

FGMP-8.10

The policy and the Development Standards are inconsistent insofar as the policy creates an absolute prohibition with one wildfire
exception, while the Development Standards imply that removal of native vegetation is permitted to accommodate roads and
Ainfrastructure improvements@ B a term so broad and vague it could encompass almost any development. Please revise the standards
to be consistent with the policy.
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location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the County's
policies, findings to that effect shall be forwarded to
the appropriate decision-making body.

3-1434
Page 83 of 95

This revision of the FGMP has entirely deleted current FGMP Policy 8/Flora & Fauna - 2, which provides APrevent
encroachment of development onto riparian woodland habitats.@ 1981 FGMP at p. 18. The Implementation Measure that

NOTE: FGMP Development Standards 20 and 21 provide that ARemoval or grading around native trees (with a trunk of 6" or larger in
diameter or [sic] 3' above ground surface) which may disturb the root system shall not be allowed during the construction process
unless the Site Plan Review Committee deems it necessary because of road alignments or infrastructure improvements. Any trees to
be removed shall be indicated on the submitted site plan.@ and ARemoval of native trees in areas restricted to open space shall not e
allowed unless the health, safety or welfare of residents associated with the development is endangered. Any trees proposed for
removal must be indicated on the submitted site plan with accompanying information stating why the tree must be removed.

SEE ALSO comments regarding Impact 3.4-3 and Table 3.4-5, citing this Policy in support of the RDEIR=s conclusion that polices of the GPU support
the Attorney General=s recommendations.

In addition to being inappropriately limited in time, the policy is also flawed because it fails to specify how the Anecessity@ of removal will be determined. How
will it be determined whether a removal is Aunnecessary@?

The County has said it supports and intends to adopt an ordinance to protect oak woodlands B this Policy should reference such an ordinance and be linked to it.

See comment and proposed revision to IM-7 at FGMP 1.5, above. Because IM-7 does not implement any strategy to limit removal of native trees as part of site
plan review, plans will simply continue to be approved with no consideration for preserving the trees.

Current protocols do not require developers to indicate the location or size of existing trees on a site when plans are submitted, and there is no requirement that
trees not be unnecessarily removed in connection with the development. (Or, if there are, they are not currently being followed.)

COMMENTS: The policy is unnecessarily limited to removal of trees Aprior to approval of development plans@ and thus does not really protect native trees at all.
Trees are routinely removed before permits are applied for even though this policy has been in effect since 1981. Since there is also no requirement that
development plans not be approved if they require removal of native trees, or to require mitigation if trees must be removed, the policy is ineffective to protect
trees as part of Site Plan Review.

of development plans to control erosion, preserve
wildlife habitat, and maintain the natural character
of developing areas.
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I19-188 cont'd

3-1435

IM-26. The County shall review landscaping
plans through the site plan review process to
ensure that areas to be landscaped are
compatible with surrounding native vegetation.
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NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

To strengthen this policy B after reinstating the
superior 1981 version B the County is encouraged to
avoid use of terms with particular defined meanings
(such as Aspecial status species@) and use more
generalized terms which will permit the County to
make its own determination that a species is worthy
of protection by the County whether or not it has
been designated as sensitive, candidate or special

I19-189

Where special status species have been
identified, the County shall protect their habitat
against encroachment by development.

This revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this
section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

COMMENTS: How will the County Aencourage@ the use of compatible plants in landscaping? To truly achieve the goal, the County should either
require or create incentives for compliance with policies.

The County shall encourage developers to
use landscaping plant materials that are
compatible with the surrounding native foothill
vegetation.

I19-188 cont'd

FGMP-8.14

FGMP-8.13

The current IM for the policy states that ALevel III designates the major riparian areas of each development corridor as
open space.@ Please also see comments at FGMP 8.14, which also apply here.

Please reinstate the 1981 policy with appropriate Implementation Measures.

currently carries out this policy by designating major riparian areas of each development corridor as open space (FGMP,
p. 34) has also been lost. This policy is neither obsolete nor outdated. Please explain 1) why these provisions have
been deleted; 2) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of deleting these provisions will be on
riparian woodland habitats; 3) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the woodlands,
waterways, and area wildlife have been or will be measured; 4) what new baseline data has been compiled on
riparian woodland habitats; 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
on the woodlands, waterways, and area wildlife resulting from the deletion of these provisions. Please also
provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to delete the provisions.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

Letter I19

I19-190

under CEQA or federal law.

3-1436
Page 85 of 95

Even this weak policy cannot be enforced without an Implementation Measure; the Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each
policy. FGMP 8.14 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.

CEQA now affords equal protection to species and habitats that are considered sensitive, candidate or special status species. Accordingly, this
policy should be expanded to reference all categories of protected species.

Please identify where in the Revised FGMP these habitats and designated open space wildlife areas are identified. If the Revised FGMP does not
identify these habitats and open space wildlife areas, please explain 1) why this data and implementation measure were deleted; 2) what is the status of
previously-designated open space under the revised FGMP; 3)what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of deleting this data and
implementation measures will be on the habitats and designated wildlife open spaces; 3) how the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts have
been or will be measured; 4) what baseline measures have been taken against which to measure the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
deleting these provisions; and 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from the deletion of this
data and implementation measure.

By comparison with the Revised FGMP, which provides no Implementation Measure at all for this weakened policy, the current 1981 FGMP implements the
policy via the FGMP tri-level analysis : Level II of the 1981 Plan identifies wildlife habitats in each development corridor, and Level III designates sensitive
wildlife areas as open space in each development corridor.

Please explain 1) why this provision was deleted; 2) what the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of deleting this provision will be; 3) how
the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts have been or will be measured; 4) what baseline measures have been taken against which to measure
the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of deleting this provision; 5) how the County will mitigate the potential direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts resulting from the deletion of this provision. Please also provide the analysis and rationale underlying the decision to delete this
provision.

The current IM for this policy (page 34) states that ALevel II of the FGMP identifies wildlife habitats in each development corridor. Level III ...
designates sensitive wildlife areas as open space in each development corridor.@ Where has this information been incorporated into the
RDGPU? Why is it not shown on any of the maps depicting development corridors in the FGMP area, or on a separate map of its own?

The current policy clearly directs the County to identify and protect rare and endangered species against encroachment by development. As rewritten, the County must protect only the habitat of Aspecial status species@ that have already been identified by some other, unnamed entity.

COMMENTS: In what is beginning to look like an intentional policy of weakening protection for wildlife, its habitat, and the environment in general,
the new, unimproved version of current Goal 8 Flora & Fauna Policy 4, Revised Policy 8.14 has been entirely re-focused and eviscerated.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

Letter I19

I19-190 cont'd

FGMP-8.16

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

3-1437

.

Page 86 of 95

The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 8.16 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.
The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.

This policy has been in effect since 1981, yet extensive public transportation services that would minimize reliance on individual vehicles has yet to
materialize. The RDEIR at 3.2-36 notes that transit service Ais largely market driven@ and will Aexpand as needed and will be self mitigating.@ The
reasoning is backwards Bthe GPU is saying we will build in remote areas along highways so that sometime in the future, buses can reach the
population that=s already there, rather than developing where the transit already exists or can easily be expanded to cover the newly developed
area.

COMMENTS: Simply concentrating development along major travel routes without requiring new developments to also provide for demonstrably
sufficient employment opportunities, service providers, and shopping venues within that development will not minimize travel distances, and may in
fact encourage the creation of Abedroom communities@ which will increase overall vehicle miles traveled.

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

I19-191

The County shall encourage the concentration
of development along major travel routes to
allow for future public transportation services
and minimize travel distances to frequently
used facilities.

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.4-3, which cites this policy and IM in support of the RDEIR=s conclusion that policies in the GPU support the
Attorney General=s recommendations as set out in Table 3.4-5.

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

COMMENTS: The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 8.15 fails to meet the minimum standard under
the Guidelines.

The County shall restrict development in
chaparral since these areas present extreme
wildland fire potential.

I19-190 cont'd

FGMP-8.15

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

Letter I19

I19-192

FGMP-8.18

IM-1. The County shall concentrate rural and
urban development in the development
corridors delineated on a Master Development
Plan.

3-1438
Page 87 of 95

IM-13. The County shall ensure that the
design of subdivision is reviewed by the Site
Plan Review Committee to assure the visual
impact to the foothills is minimal.

NOTE: Revised FGMP 8.18 is essentially the
same as Revised FGMP 1.11; both cite as their
source 1981 FGMP Goal 8, Policy 8-19, page

PROPOSED REVISION: IM-13. The County
shall prohibit hilltop development and hillside
development that will interrupt the skyline. The
Site Plan Review Committee shall develop and
employ design standards and review
procedures to assure there is no visual impact
to the foothills by development.

I19-193

The County shall ensure that hilltop
development is designed to preserve the
skyline and maintain an unobstructed scenic
panorama of the foothills for residents and
visitors to enjoy.

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.4-1, which cites this policy and IM in support of the RDEIR=s conclusion that the environmental impact is ALess Than
Significant,@ and Impact 3.4-3, which cites this policy and IM in mitigation of the identified Significant and Unavoidable impact, below.

The policy and the IM also do not address the impact that the proposed PCAs B at least one of which has already been proposed for an area in the
foothills outside any development corridor B will have on vehicle miles traveled.

The proposed policy to allow creation of PCAs in the foothills (and elsewhere) is inherently inconsistent with this long-standing policy of the FGMP.

IM-1 relies on concentrating development in the development corridors Adelineated on a Master Development Plan@, but since Master Development
Plans are required only for Planned Community Areas, which may be approved anywhere in the County B including outside designated development
corridors B the IM makes the Policy meaningless. How will scattered development be prevented in areas that are within Foothill development
corridors but that are not PCAs?

COMMENTS: A good policy, but weak B how will the County Adiscourage@ scattered development throughout the foothills?

The County shall discourage the scattering of
development throughout the foothills to reduce
vehicular emissions by decreasing home to
destination distances.

I19-192 cont'd

FGMP-8.17

SEE ALSO discussion of Impact 3.4-1, which cites this policy and IM in support of the RDEIR=s conclusion that the environmental impact is ALess Than
Significant,@ and Impact 3.4-3, which cites this policy and IM in mitigation of the identified Significant and Unavoidable impact, below.

As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.
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I19-194

FGMP-8.19

19. If the County intends to create duplicative
policies, one for hillside development and
another for hilltop development, they and their
Implementation Measures should be as closely
aligned as possible

3-1439

The County shall maintain and protect unique
open space areas such as riparian woodlands,
oak groves, interesting rock formations, and
scenic vistas.
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See also comment and proposed revision to IM-7 at FGMP 1.5, above. Also, this revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set

COMMENTS: This policy, which was previously Policy 2 under the 1981 FGMP Goal 8-9, p. 15, is basically a good one, despite the weak
Aencourage@ language, but IM-7 does not explain how the policy will be realized..

IM-7. The Site Plan Review Committee shall
review the consistency of the project with the
location, type of design criteria of the County's
policies for projects that only require Site Plan
Review. Should the project not meet the
County's policies, findings to that effect shall be
forwarded to the appropriate decision-making
body.

I19-194 cont'd

The County shall encourage maintenance and
protection of unique open space areas such
as riparian woodlands, oak groves, interesting
rock formations, and scenic vistas.

SEE ALSO discussion of Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4 and 3.1-5, which cite this IM in mitigation of the GPU=s Significant Unavoidable environmental impact,
below.

This revision of the FGMP has deleted the entire section in the 1981 FGMP that set out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this
section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.

The IM doesn’t=t provide a measurable means of attaining the policy. Please see proposed revision above.

The policy should also not be limited to subdivisions: a single McMansion or collection of individually-built structures on a hilltop or situated on a
hillside so that the skyline is broken will be just as detrimental.

IM-13 doesn’t=t implement the policy because it will permit development that obstructs the skyline by permitting construction that the Site Plan
Review Committee subjectively determines B without benefit of any guidelines B to be Aminimal.@

COMMENTS: To achieve the policy of preserving the skyline the policy should not be limited to hilltop development. No development that will
interrupt the skyline should be permitted.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010

Letter I19

I19-195

3-1440
NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE
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NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

I19-197 cont'd

The County shall delegate the maintenance
and operation of water and/or wastewater

The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

COMMENTS: The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 9.2 fails to meet the minimum standard under
the Guidelines.

The County shall require evidence, prior to
project approval, which (1) describes a safe
and reliable method of wastewater treatment
and disposal; and (2) substantiates an
adequate water supply for domestic and fire
protection purposes.

COMMENTS: A more environmentally sound policy would also take into consideration the impact the new development may have on other users
(including wildlife) and limit new development to a level below the maximum holding capacity of the land.

I19-195 cont'd I19-196

FGMP-9.3

FGMP-9.2

In reference to water needs (domestic and
firefighting) and wastewater generation, the
County shall not allow new development to
exceed the maximum physical holding
capacity (based on water availability and soils)
of the parcel in question.

FGMP-9.1
IM-27. The Tulare County Health and Human
Services Agency and the Fire Department shall
determine the minimum water requirement for
projects to ensure that the magnitude of the
project does not exceed the amount of water
available to the subject site.

Te ensure that water and sewer facilities are constructed in a manner that protects the public
health and safety and that the disposal of wastewater is done in a manner that does not degrade
ground and/or surface waters.

Goal 9

Please revise as shown above right and provide at least one appropriate Implementation Measure.

out the Site Plan Review process as it applies to the FGMP; without this section, the Implementation Measures that rely on actions of the Site Plan Review process
or the Site Plan Committee are meaningless.
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3-1441

FGMP-9.5

IM-28. The County shall appoint a registered
civil engineer or sanitarian along with a
representative of the Tulare County Health
Department to ensure that the magnitude of
proposed projects do not exceed the physical
holding capacity of the on-site soils to accept
the estimated waste effluent.

COMMENTS: At last.
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IM-31. The County shall ensure that
unconventional disposal methods will be
reviewed by the Tulare County Health and
Human Services Agency to ensure that the
standards of the Water Quality Control Board
are met.

I19-199

The County may allow unconventional
methods of disposing of sewage effluent,
provided the system meets the performance
standards of the Water Quality Control Board
and the Tulare County Health and Human
Services Agency. Such systems may include,
but are not limited to common leach field, soil
absorption mounds, aerobic septic tanks, or
evapotranspiration systems.

COMMENTS: A more environmentally sound policy and IM would also take into consideration the impact the new development may have on other
users (including wildlife) and cap development at a level below maximum actual holding capacity rather than simply assessing the holding capacity
of the project site.

Based on existing soil conditions, types of
land uses, effluent yield per land use, and the
density of the proposed project, the County
shall work with the Regional Water Quality
Control Board and the Tulare County Health
and Human Services Agency to review the
adequacy of wastewater disposal areas.

I19-198 cont'd

FGMP-9.4

The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 9.3 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.
The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

COMMENTS: The policy is ambiguous, gives absolutely no guidance and is unenforceable B there is no standard set for the qualifications that
must be met by an entity to which responsibility for water services will be delegated, or for what Aa responsible entity@ must be able to provide. The
policy also applies only to new proposed subdivisions.

treatment facilities to a responsible entity,
which shall be established prior to approval of
the final subdivision map.

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
Recirculated RDEIR and General Plan 2030 Update
May 27, 2010
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I19-200

FGMP-10.2

To provide for the integration of efficient road
systems, existing community values,
infrastructural improvements, and open space
patterns, the County shall encourage
development projects within a definable
geographic area of a development corridor to
comply with a common development or
specific plan designed for that area.

FGMP-10.1

3-1442
Page 91 of 95

COMMENTS: This policy has been revised (without disclosure) from the 1981 policy on which it is based: the current policy prohibits development
in areas that cannot be serviced by existing County fire stations and Sheriff=s Department facilities within a 15-minute Aattack time.@ (See also AThe
Corridor Areas The First Level (2) at page 3-2, above). The modification to permit development if new facilities Aare proposed or required@ without
also requiring those proposed or required facilities to be provided and financed by the developer puts the public at risk (because adequate services

NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

I19-201

The County shall ensure that development is
located in areas of the foothills that can be
adequately served by existing Tulare County
fire stations and the Sheriff's Department
unless new facilities are proposed or required
for the development.

The 1981 Implementation Measure on which IM-16 is based also called on the County to explore the legality of voluntary cancellations. Has this
been done? What result? The implementation timeline for this IM shows Aongoing@. Surely by now the County has explored this option!?

IM-32 is vague and ambiguous - what does this mean? what Amultiple purposes@ are intended? IM-32 provides no guidance to the public or to
planners.

COMMENTS: IM-16 does not implement the policy It is also inconsistent with the Right to Farm policy fundamental to the County as well as
with the oft-stated policy of protecting agriculture throughout the County and with the specific Goal of protecting agricultural uses in the
Foothills (FGMP Goal 5). Productive agricultural uses on lands within a development corridor should be permitted to continue; it should be
rezoned consistent with the common development or specific plan for that area when and if the land ceases to be in agricultural use.

IM-32. The County shall work with landowner
and developers to promote coordinated master
plans for multiple purposes.

IM-16. The County shall explore the options
for voluntary Williamson Contract cancellation
on lands that are within a development corridor
and under a Planned Development-Foothill
Zone.

To accommodate development in the foothills that is serviceable by the various public agencies
in a manner that does not become an economic burden on the County.

Goal 10

Bodner/Olecki Comments on
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I19-202

FGMP-10.4

FGMP-10.3
NO IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE
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IM-33. The Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors shall consider the
financing plan during their review and
consideration of the specific plan, Master
Development Plan, or Area Development Plan.
The financing plan shall be used as a basis for
establishing programs and standards within the
specific plan, Master Development Plan, or
Area Development Plan which mitigate or avoid
the adverse fiscal impact of development upon
local public service agencies and County
agencies.

The Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors shall use the financing plan
supplied by the proponent of any specific plan,
Master Development Plan, or Area
Development Plan as the basis for programs
and standards to apply within the specific plan.
The financing plan demonstrate substantial
mitigation or avoidance of any adverse fiscal
impact of development upon local public service
agencies and County agencies.

I19-202 cont'd I19-203

Where a specific plan is to be prepared for a
sub-area of a development corridor, the
County shall require a financing plan for the
installation, operation, and ongoing
maintenance of infrastructure resources to
support growth in the specific plan area.

The policy cannot be enforced without an implementation measure. The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy.
FGMP 10.3 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines. The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the
environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA. As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in
mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

COMMENTS: FGMP 10.3 is vague - what does Afire and crime protection plan considerations@ mean? What does it mean to say that such
considerations must be incorporated into proposed developments? If the intent of this policy is to require developers to provide for, and establish
the ability to finance ongoing operations of, fire and crime protection services, the policy should clearly state that as a requirement.

The County shall require that fire and crime
protection plan considerations, including
financing, be incorporated into all proposed
developments to ensure adequate emergency
services are available and able to serve new
development.

The Guidelines require at least one implementation measure for each policy. FGMP 10.2 fails to meet the minimum standard under the Guidelines.
The lack of an Implementation Measure also makes it impossible to evaluate the environmental impact the policy will have, good or bad, as required under CEQA.
As a result, any and all citations to this policy and/or IM in the RDEIR in mitigation of an environmental impact are baseless and unreliable.

may not be available or provided) and puts a financial burden on the County. The current FGMP requires property that falls outside the 15-minute
“attack time” to be designated as open space or agricultural land. Please revise to return the current limitations on development in these areas.
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I19-204

I19-204 cont'd
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I19-207

I19-208

Another example: Development Standard 27 exempts Anewly created parcels that are 10 acres or larger@ from the
requirement that each residential or planned unit development in a development corridor join or form an association or
community organization or mutual water company to monitor and maintain the water system. Why should development
on parcels larger than 10 acres be exempt from this requirement, when large-scale developments are likely to use more
water, and thus should be even more aware of their water usage?

More importantly, the County could B and should B have taken this opportunity to specifically incorporate provisions to
Page 93 of 95

I19-206

And while most of the 1981 standards have in fact been incorporated into the Revised FGMP, the County has missed an
opportunity to update and strengthen the standards to support and enhance today=s environmental concerns. For
instance, Standard 25 permits waiver of minimum lot width and setback requirements for properties along a scenic
highway Aif it is deemed appropriate because of existing development patterns.@ Under this language, an entire scenic
corridor could be lost to incremental development creep B one or two encroaching structures may be cited to justify
another. Then there are three, five, ten....

The RDEIR states that it has Arestored@ a Acomprehensive list of FGMP development standards.@ RDEIR at 2-13. But
I19-205
while many of the 1981 standards have been included in the Revised FGMP, a number have been modified, without
disclosing that changes have been made. The standards have also now been prefaced with a disclaimer. Adherence to
the FGMP standards is now no longer mandatory because a developer may Ademonstrate@ that Aan alternative standard
will result in attainment of a superior environment.@ The standard against which the proposed superior environment will
be measured is unspecified, and apparently left to the subjective judgment of the County. This is unacceptable. The
public is entitled to know what standards must be met by new development that will affect current residents as well as new
ones. If adherence to published standards is discretionary, the public is left un-advised and neither the public nor
planners have been given any guidance. A developer is free
ee to exceed the established standards, but must adhere to the
FGMP Development Standards at a minimum.

FGMP DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

COMMENTS: This modified policy is not implemented by IM-33. See proposed revision above.
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I19-208
cont'd
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I19-212

Development Standard 32 has added a requirement that residential subdivision or planned unit developments provide a
financing and maintenance mechanism acceptable to the County for street maintenance and replacement, but no
guidelines or specific standards are provided.
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I19-211

I19-210

Development Standard 8 (graded slopes shall be planted with native plant materials wherever possible) appears to
conflict with Standard 17 (Exposed slopes shall be planted with native plant materials or similar climactically adapted
vegetation. . . .).

Development Standard 5 appears to have deleted the word Aopen@ before the word Aspace@ in the last line, which changes
the meaning of the standard: there is no designation of Acommon space.@ Please correct by reinstating the word Aopen@.

Other changes:

An Implementation Measure in the 1981 FGMP required the County to AAdopt by Ordinance the Foothill Development
I19-209
Standards which are now included as a subsection of the Foothill Growth Management Plan.@ Please indicate when this
Ordinance was adopted and provide a citation for it. Why isn=t it referenced in the GPU?

ensure that new development within the FGMP area incorporate energy-efficient Asmart growth@ standards (i.e., LEEDND), and Adark sky@ provisions to protect the County=s outstanding nightscape from light pollution.
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The purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compel government at all levels to make
decisions with environmental consequences in mind. (Bozung v. LAFCO (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263)
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Letter I19
Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
42480 Kaweah Drive
(PO Box 445)
Three Rivers, CA 93271

May 27, 2010
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
ATTN: David Bryant, Project Planner
Government Plaza
5961 South Mooney Boulevard
Visalia, CA 93277
RE: General Plan 2030 Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH No.
2006041162)
Dear Mr. Bryant:
This letter supplements our separately-submitted comments on the Recirculated Draft
EIR (“the RDEIR”) and the Recirculated General Plan 2030 Update (‘the GPU”).

I19-214

In our review of the GPU and the RDEIR we identified a number of policies that cannot I19-215
be implemented because they lack any Implementation Measures. In addition to those
identified in the body of our more detailed comment letter, please be advised that there
are no Implementation Measures for the following policies:
LU 3.7
LU 4.2 – 4.6
LU 5.3
LU 5.5 – 5.7
LU 6.1 & LU 6.2

LU 3.1
LU 3.3
LU 3.4
LU 3.5
LU 3.6

LU 7.1 – 7.4
LU 7.6 – LU 7.11
LU 7.14
LU 7.17

Sincerely,

Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
KBodner@att.net
MJOlecki@att.net

Attachments:

Bodner/Olecki Comments re: General Plan 2030 Update and Draft
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2006041162)
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Karen Bodner
Michael Olecki
Comments on Recirculated DEIR & GPU
May 27, 2010

Copy of 2008 Comment letter, California Attorney General
Copy of 2008 TCCRG Comment letter
Bodner/Olecki Supplemental Comment Letter
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Letter I20
May 26 2010
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
Attn: David Bryant, Project Planner
Government Plaza
5961 South Mooney Boulevard
Visalia, CA 93277
To Whom it May Concern:
Re: Tulare County General Plan Update 2030 and Recirculated DEIR
The alternatives explored in the RDEIR, while giving a nod to many smart growth
principles, all ignore fundamental policies and strategies that must be adopted in order
for Tulare County to grow in a smart, sustainable manner.

I20-1

None of the alternatives adequately address the concerns voiced by the people in the
General Plan workshops. These concerns included air quality, water quality and
availability, the preservation of agricultural lands, and the expansion of the economic
base for the Central Valley.
While both the City Centered Alternative and the Confined Growth Alternative are
marginally preferable to the proposed project, all of the proposed alternatives are
subject to the ambiguous policies and weak implementation measures contained within
the GPU, rendering the idea of alternatives moot. None of the alternatives will ensure
efficient, sustainable growth and none adequately incorporate the suggestions of the
healthy growth alternative suggested by TCCRG and supported by a number of other
organizations and individuals.
The RDEIR states that, “the purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIR is to describe
a range of reasonable alternatives to the project...” While the RDEIR Alternatives
Section includes, on its face, many good ideas and strategies, it fails in its stated purpose
of providing a “range of reasonable alternatives.” While several of the “additional
strategies that could be integrated into the policies and implementation measures of
the Goals and Policies Report...” - particularly those listed in the City Centered and
Confined Growth alternatives - are wise and inclusive of smart-growth principles, the
use of the word “could” renders these additional policies impotent. Furthermore,
should the Board select an Alternative, the on-the-ground effect would be virtually
meaningless as this alternative would be subject to the irresolute should, could, willform-a-committee-to-discuss language of the both the previous and current versions of
the GPU.

I20-2

Like the DEIR Alternatives, the RDEIR Alternatives differ only slightly in their proposed
population distributions. For example, regardless of which alternative is selected, 2632% of the growth in the next 20 years will occur in Tulare County's unincorporated
areas. Consequently, these alternatives propose nearly identical outcomes in terms of
our future population distribution. No alternative is provided that would, for example,
direct 90% or more of future growth to already urbanized areas, require resourceefficient development and strictly limit the circumstances under which development
boundaries could be modified.

I20-3
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The County's reasons for selecting the proposed project are also lacking. It is suggested
that the “environmentally superior” Confined Growth Alternative is dismissed because
of its failure to "provide opportunities for small unincorporated communities to grow
and improve quality of life and their economic viability." However, the difference in
population distribution between the Confined Growth alternative and that of the
proposed project is approximately 30,000 people. Given the fact that Tulare County has
20 communities and 11 hamlets, this diffusion of individuals to the rural and
agricultural portions of our County is less likely to boost the economic prospects of our
smaller communities and more likely to exacerbate the air pollution, water scarcity, and
rapid loss of productive agricultural lands. Most of Tulare County's hamlets and many
of her communities lack safe drinking water, proper wastewater treatment, and
adequate infrastructure. Rather than directing our growing population to areas that
have the resources, the capacity and the willingness to accept it, the GPU will simply
contribute to the unplanned, inefficient sprawl that has made this County one of the
most polluted areas in the nation.

I20-4

The RDEIR must once-again be meaningfully revised to present a truly reasonable range
of alternatives, including at least once alternative that clearly and firmly directs
growth into those urbanized areas that have the desire and the capacity to accommodate
that growth.

I20-5

I urge the County to revise Alternative 5 (Confined Growth) to truly direct growth into
our existing urbanized areas, protect agriculture and open space through efficient
development, allows no leapfrog development of new towns and growth corridors, and
provide only very limited circumstances under which urban development boundaries
may be expanded. This loophole-free "Healthy Growth Alternative" should include
clear, firm policies that support the following:








Base the location, density, and amount of growth within urbanized areas
on their desire and capacity to accommodate growth.
Locate development (except that which is directly related to agriculture)
within existing Development Boundaries, without loopholes or exceptions
that allow for leapfrog new town or growth corridor development.
Require (or incentivize) efficient development within or contiguous to
existing urbanized areas.
Make community and hamlet development boundaries meaningful, longterm planning boundaries by firmly limiting the circumstances under
which they can be expanded.
Discourage the premature conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses,
and offset unavoidable impacts to agricultural lands and natural resource
areas with mandatory mitigation measures such as conservation and
agricultural easements.

Provide strong, clear policies with concrete, enforceable implementation measures that
include definite timeframes, funding sources, and departments in charge of monitoring
and enforcement.
Finally, I understand the dire financial situation that Tulare County is in, and I
understand that these are tough economic times at every level from the individual tax
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payer to the highest levels of government. Given these circumstances, however, I find it
baffling and unconscionable that the County has wasted years and millions of dollars
developing TWO General Plans that are essentially worthless in the face of clear
direction by Tulare County residents, hundreds of pages of comments by concerned
citizens and organizations, and clear directives from the Attorney General.

I20-6
cont'd

I ask that the GPU and RDEIR be further revised to provide clear, meaningful policies
and implementation measures and truly “reasonable range” of Alternatives, including
one inclusive of the smart growth principles suggested by TCCRG and their proposed
Healthy Growth Alternative.

I20-7

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Sarah Campe
46101 South Fork Dr.
Three Rivers
93271
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Letter I23

Tulare County Citizens For Responsible Growth

May 27, 2010
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
David Bryant, Project Planner
Government Plaza
5961 South Mooney Boulevard
Visalia, CA 93277
RE: Tulare County Draft General Plan 2030 Update and Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact
Report
(SCH No.2006041162)
Dear Mr. Bryant:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
(RDEIR) for the revised Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update.

I23-1

Tulare County Citizens for Responsible Growth is a diverse group of local residents concerned about the
direction of growth in our County. We are united by a desire for a General Plan Update (GPU) that will
ensure cleaner air, secure and reliable water supplies, a strong and more diverse economy, and the
protection of our agricultural and natural resource lands. We believe that focusing future growth in our
existing urbanized areas is the key to achieving these priorities.

I23-2

We were pleased to see that many of the value statements and guiding principles set out in the revised
General Plan Update express similar desires. However, we are concerned that the revised General Plan
Update will not attain any of these goals because it will not meet the goal of creating a compact urban
form.

I23-3

Our letter begins with a summary of our key concerns and recommendations on the GPU and RDEIR. We I23-4
then include additional detailed comments on the adequacy of the RDEIR. You will also be receiving
comment letters from some individual TCCRG members (which include extensive recommendations on
GPU text and policies/measures and RDEIR analysis and mitigation measures). Our comments include
both the General Plan Update and the RDEIR since they are each integral to the other.

1
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Tulare County Citizens For Responsible Growth
I. Summary of Concerns
♦ Impacts related to sprawl not adequately evaluated or mitigated.

A variety of impacts will result from buildout of any General Plan which permits significant development I23-5
away from established urban centers, thus devouring agricultural and open space land unnecessarily,
contributing to unnecessarily increased VMTs, traffic commutes and traffic congestion, reduced air quality,
and a myriad of other impacts. Such is the case with the Tulare County General Plan Update. Its
foundation is a Planning Framework which purports to limit growth to existing urbanized areas, largely by
assuming that the major portion of new growth will take place within incorporated cities and their
designated urban boundaries, and relying on the City general plans as a guide for growth.
The General Plan Update Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report assumes that this land use
concept and its implementing policy framework will mitigate potential environmental impacts throughout
the County to a large degree. Yet this essential concept is weakened by the actual wording throughout the
General Plan to the point that effective mitigation simply cannot be assured.
A critical example is the fact that there is no real requirement in the Plan for the County to adhere to the
City general plans for compact growth within their Spheres of Influence and Urban Development
Boundaries (UDBs). In addition the County’s proposals to establish new “Growth Corridors” and “Planned
Communities” (formerly called New Towns) which could be allowed in the rural areas currently intended
for open space or agricultural protection because the Plan establishes no set boundaries for such new
development.
Likewise, the County has designated 11 small, unincorporated communities as “Hamlets” and provided
them with newly devised HDBs within which the RVLP is being repealed. The HDBs appear much larger
than necessary to support the modest growth needed to allow for the small scale retail services appropriate
to these communities and with no demonstration of any possibility of providing needed public facilities.
None of the 11 Hamlets has a Hamlet Plan to guide growth and development. The County is simply
declaring them all Mixed Use.

I23-6

Where land use designations are not delineated specifically (such as in Hamlets, Growth Corridors,
Mountain Service Centers, and Foothill Mixed Use areas), the designation of Mixed Use is applied,
permitting any combination of uses and residential development from 1-30 units/ acre, resulting in “an
anything goes” plan for much of the unincorporated area.

I23-7

Yet the RDEIR does not evaluate the impact of this weakening of the General Plan’s basic land use
framework. Rather, it generally concludes that loss of agriculture and open space and numerous other
impacts caused by sprawl will be significant and unavoidable without even exploring all available
mitigation. Clearly, strengthening the land use framework to better protect agriculture and open space and
minimize sprawl is an available and feasible mitigation measure that should be included in a revised
General Plan and RDEIR to substantially reduce impacts of the Plan.
In response to these concerns, Tulare County Citizens for Responsible Growth (TCCRG) recommends a
number of major concept revisions to the General Plan which will ensure a more compact urban form as
the County grows and which will serve to mitigate environmental impacts to a substantially greater degree
than that proposed in the RDEIR:
2
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Major Concepts:
TCCRG Proposed General Plan Revisions
and
Mitigation Program
1.

Require Consistency with incorporated City Plans and Efficiency of Growth in Unincorporated
Communities to Promote Compact Development Form.
To accomplish this, eliminate CACUABs and CACUDBs in favor of City control of their growth areas
coupled with equitable revenue sharing.

a.

Eliminate the CACUABs and replace with agricultural designations.
This area is not needed to support the County’s growth projections for the GPU horizon, and should be
protected as urban/rural separators/buffers.

b.

Ensure that urban development takes place in the following areas only:
Within incorporated cities and their designated growth areas as they annex,
Within UDBs of adjacent cities in other counties,
Within UDBs of unincorporated communities and HDBs of Hamlets after they are sized for modest, compact
healthy growth appropriate to each of these locations. (See 2b below.)

I23-8

The intent is to eliminate County approved urban development in the City UDBs (other than under existing zoning
requiring no new parcelization or use permits) and to promote efficient non-sprawling development in
the unincorporated communities and hamlets. This would be more cost effective for the taxpayers and allow the
cities to deal with orderly resource-efficient growth in the areas to which they would be eventually providing
infrastructure and services.
2. Eliminate “Anything Goes” Features of the Plan. No Growth Corridors or New Towns.

I23-9

a. Eliminate the proposed Growth Corridors and Planned Communities (New Towns) in the unincorporated area.
b. Create Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDBs), unincorporated community boundaries (UDBs), and land use
designations within them only after specific land use plans are inclusively created for each which clearly locate land
uses of an appropriate scale of neighborhood, commercial, and non-residential uses, developed only concurrent with the
provision of needed infrastructure and developer mitigation fees, and which are consistent with Development
Efficiency Targets.
3. Protect Agriculture and Open Space –
Use Development Efficiency Targets to Protect Agriculture and Open Space, Reduce Sprawl, and Require
Agricultural and Open Space Conservation Easements

I23-10

a. Require a system of Development Efficiency Targets, such as the ones proposed by the American Farmland Trust in
their 2007 Comment Letter (attached), before a UDB or HDB is revised and before any individual discretionary land
use development project, policy, or program is approved.
b. Revise the agricultural and open space conservation easement policies to require that when developments are
approved that will result in the loss of prime, important, or unique agricultural or open space, a fee will be assessed
sufficient to purchase agricultural and open space protection easements of equal value elsewhere in the county, at a
minimum ratio of 1:1.
4.

Adopt the Healthy Growth Alternative – Revised Alternative 5.

I23-11

We continue to support a Healthy Growth Alternative which incorporates the measures above and ensures an 80% (or
greater)-20% city/county growth scenario. This alternative is a revision of Alternative 5, the Confined Growth
Alternative, which is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative by the RDEIR. With the revisions we have
recommended, this alternative would remain environmentally superior and would fully meet all of the General Plan
Project Objectives.
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♦ Efficient Development Patterns Needed.

The most assured way to promote compact urban form and protect agriculture and other important open
I23-12
spaces is to ensure that most of the growth in the county will occur within the existing and future City
limits, under control of the cities. In order to achieve this goal, the County land use designations and
zoning in the UABs and UDBs surrounding the cities must be exclusively agricultural and open space so
that development will be encouraged within the cities and their development expansion areas. The
experience throughout California is that this will simply not occur if urban development is permitted under
two different jurisdictions, with developers competing for suburban densities over urban densities, lower
fees, and less urban infrastructure requirements. It certainly will not occur under the weak CACUAB and
CACUDB policies in the Planning Framework.
Additional growth is appropriate and needed in the unincorporated communities and hamlets. Such growth I23-13
will not result in sprawl, however, if long-term planning boundaries firmly limit the circumstances under
which they can be expanded. The Plan does not accomplish this, since it establishes significantly
oversized UDBs and HDBs around the communities and hamlets and permits an interim allowance of
“anything goes” Mixed Use” land use. In addition, the GPU policies create far too many opportunities for
the UDB to be changed anytime there is a subdivision proposal, or potential “financial benefits” to the
county, or even “any other relevant factor considered on a case by case basis.” This is no more than the
market driven approach roundly criticized in the 2008 Draft general Plan Update, without a name. The
result is that the Urban Development Boundary and Hamlet Development Boundary are no boundaries at
all. We recommend that the proposed development boundaries around the communities and hamlets not be
delineated in the General Plan Update. A General Plan amendment should be required for any
establishment of these development boundaries in addition to an amendment to the community or hamlet
plan (if one has been adopted). The focus of these plans and boundaries should be on revitalization of
existing urbanized areas before allowing greenfield development, especially in areas that lack adequate
infrastructure and reliable water supplies.
Consistent with our previous recommendations, we also support the American Farmlands Trust proposed I23-14
Development Efficiency Targets. Such a policy has two benefits: (1) it will minimize the conversion of
lands important for agriculture and natural resources by ensuring that every acre is used efficiently; and (2)
efficient development fosters a built environment that is more conducive to economically sound
development patterns, making communities more attractive to both investors and residents by emphasizing
mixed-use, and promoting pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit services, which in turn promote better
health, lower pollution and GHG emissions, a feeling of community, and overall better quality of life.

♦ Planned Community Areas, New Towns and Growth Corridors Negate the Concept
of
Compact Urban Form and Farmland Protection.
The Planned Community (formerly called New Town) and Growth Corridor concepts furthered in the
General Plan fundamentally undermine its Guiding Principles within the Planning Framework which
emphasize avoiding rural residential sprawl and protection of important agricultural resources, and it
directly contradicts the priorities of the citizens of Tulare County. In effect, this provision encourages the
building of entirely new towns by failing to establish any specific, measurable standards for when such a

I23-15
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massive undertaking might be “justified” by unspecified and unlimited “circumstances” that “should be
I23-15
judged on their individual merits.” (PF-5.1) This vague language leaves the door to “leapfrog”
cont'd
development wide open. A New Towns provision is no longer needed or justified: planned communities
can easily be accommodated within existing development boundaries, Tulare County citizens want growth
focused in existing communities, and they don’t want new towns.
As reported by the County’s own consultants, the County’s existing cities, communities and hamlets
already offer more than enough land within their existing development boundaries to accommodate 50
years worth of growth at current densities; more than that at higher densities. Moreover, existing urban
areas can more efficiently expand their infrastructure to support such growth at a much lower cost than
would be required to establish entirely new roads, water and power systems, public safety facilities,
schools, etc.

I23-16

The County’s existing urban areas should be permitted to grow and provide whatever “benefits” any new
town could provide. Instead, the New Town and Growth Corridor policies force Tulare County’s cities,
hamlets and communities to compete with undeveloped land for investment dollars. While infill
development may be more of a challenge to developers, it can also be ultimately more rewarding, as
property values rise as a result of their development. Infill development also benefits the entire community
– not just a particular development – as older downtowns revitalize, attracting new businesses and goodpaying jobs, and bringing much-needed revenue to improve aging infrastructure.
By inviting New Town development in the guise of Planned Community Areas, Tulare County is putting
its existing communities at a competitive disadvantage and jeopardizing their chances of getting the
investment they need. This growth-inducing policy will also invite sprawl; worsen air quality; increase
traffic problems; accelerate loss of agricultural lands, wildlife habitat, open space, and scenic views; result
in higher costs and greater inefficiencies because of failure to utilize existing services, facilities, and
infrastructure; and increase pollution and GHG emissions unnecessarily – to the detriment of the quality of
life of all Tulare County residents.
The RDEIR has not examined the impacts of New Towns. Of particular concern is their potential impact I23-17
on existing communities. The assumption that the criteria listed in the General Plan for New Town review
assures they will not cause substantial impact is speculative at best and inappropriately defers this
important subject to further study. As explained above, it is likely that creation of New Towns in Tulare
County would result in significant adverse impacts on existing communities, many of which already suffer
from lack of adequate infrastructure and public services. Moreover, the County must specifically define the
conditions under which New Towns may be considered justified. The rules should be defined during the
General Plan Update process, not tailor-made for each individual project at the time the project is proposed
for approval.
We recommend that this policy be removed altogether and that New Towns be prohibited instead as there
is NO NEED for New Towns, and County citizens have said they don’t want to see the development of,
entirely new towns.

I23-18

We have a similar concern with the proposed Regional Growth Corridors. Many miles of the County’s
highways in the unincorporated area could be developed under these policies, and without a plan! Policy
C-1.6 permits development in these corridors (which are unspecified) before a plan is developed and with
minimal criteria. The RDEIR has not demonstrated how these minimal criteria would mitigate potential

I23-19
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impacts. If the locational criteria are met, a substantial amount of commercial and industrial development I23-19
could be allowed, in competition with existing urbanized areas, similar to the impacts of New Towns as
cont'd
described above. Permitting development of these Growth Corridors simply is not consistent with
numerous policies in the General Plan intended to attempt to encourage (though, regrettably not to require)
a compact urban form Certainly, the visual impacts could be substantial; this impact has not been
adequately discussed in the RDEIR. We recommend that the GPU be revised to prohibit the development
of these Growth Corridors and to focus such development in the urbanized areas that could support and
benefit from it.

II. Additional Detailed Comments on RDEIR Adequacy
Our detailed comments on the adequacy of the RDEIR follow.

♦ Project Description flawed.
I23-20

Buildout of the Plan not quantified.
Land Use Diagram not complete.
The Project Description is fatally flawed in that the General Plan and the RDEIR never illustrate or
quantify what the project actually adds up to. State law requires that: “A land use element designates the
proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of the land for housing, business,
industry, open space, including agriculture,… and that it “include a statement of the standards of
population density and building intensity recommended for the various districts.” and other territory
covered by the plan.” (Government Section 65302 (a). These basic requirements are not met in the
General Plan Update making it also impossible to set forth an adequate project description in the RDEIR.
“An accurate, stable, and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally
sufficient EIR.” (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center vs. County of Stanislaus, 1994.)

I23-21
There is no buildout chart in the General Plan Update or in the RDEIR. General Plan Table 4.1 outlines
densities permitted in the various land use designations and where they are allowed. However, there is no
tabulation of how many acres of each designation have been allocated and how many acres are vacant or
underutilized in each category. This information must be provided, and then be used to multiply permitted
densities by acreage and determine both a 2030 buildout and an ultimate holding capacity. Without this
information, we cannot determine the most basic question: Has too much land been slated for
urbanization, resulting in impacts greater than necessary?
In addition, the land use designations are not shown on the Tulare County Planning Areas map (GPU/GPR I23-22
Figure 4-1, p 4-5). The various community plans and area plans are incorporated by reference. Yet, onethird of the unincorporated communities and none of the Hamlets and MSCs have adopted plans. As a
result, there are many areas that simply have not received land use designations more detailed than a
Planning Framework boundary. (The UABs are an example.) A policy framework cannot meet the
requirements of State law for what should be the simplest part of the General Plan for a citizen to
understand: its illustration - the Land Use Map. The Land Use Map is the portion of the General Plan that
in the future will receive the most use. After the policies become a bit dusty, the Map will be used on a
daily basis. A citizen cannot look at the General Plan Update Land Use Map in its current condition and
6
3-1548

Letter I23

Tulare County Citizens For Responsible Growth

determine what land uses are permitted in the UABs, the Growth Corridors, the Hamlet UDBs, and many
other areas of the county.

I23-22
cont'd

Without a complete Land Use Diagram and buildout calculations, numerous critical questions cannot be
answered:

I23-23

● What is the potential 20 year buildout population if the entirety of the UDBs, HDBs, and MSCs were to
build out?
● The RDEIR relies on a population growth projection as the core of the Project Description (RDEIR page
2-24) with no spatial component other than a determination that State growth projections and traffic
modeling led to a determination that the unincorporated area could accommodate 25% of the growth.
(RDEIR page 2.24, para 3). How much more could the unincorporated area within the UBDs and HDBs
actually accommodate? Could the Plan prediction of a 75%-25% city-county growth ratio expectation be
exceeded by growth in the unincorporated areas of the county, as allowed by these UDBs and HDBs?
● The myriad of specific plans and area plans which make up the Land Use Map have not all been
quantified as to 2030 or full buildout potential. What is the true total buildout potential in the
unincorporated areas?
The RDEIR Project Description goes on to very generally conclude that future growth assumptions are
I23-24
consistent with “several’ of the Update objectives (RDEIR page 2-24). In fact, the RDEIR Project
Description fails to mention that numerous Planning Framework policies are actually worded counter to
the argument that 75% of the new growth is expected to occur in cities. As an example, PF-4.24 notes that
the County “may” (and, thus, we assume may not) refer development proposals to the cities for annexation.
The RDEIR simply ignores the difficult but essential task of determining specifically where growth
actually could occur based on the General Plan Land Use Map proposed.
In addition to lack of figures for the year 2030 buildout, the RDEIR does not answer the question: What is I23-25
the full population capacity of the Land Use Diagram, including the vast 50 year UABs and the various
Mixed Use areas which could permit up to 30 dwelling units per acre? The maximum density permitted in
each land use category by the General Plan must be evaluated to understand its full impact potential. As
discussed previously, State General Plan law requires that all general plans specify the density and
intensity permitted on all lands within the plan. To determine full buildout potential, the Plan and the
RDEIR would need to multiply acreage of each land use type by the density and intensity permitted to
complete RDEIR Table 2-10 (GPU Table 4.1). Clearly, it was assumed by the State via General Plan law
that full density and intensity could occur (Government Code Section 65302 (a)). Certainly, the experience
of land use in California is “if you zone it, they will come.”
Thus, the question remains, what are the impacts of the plan? Without an accurate Land Use Diagram, and I23-26
its quantification, most of the Plan’s impacts cannot be accurately determined, and many can hardly be
guessed at.
I23-27
An understanding of 2030 and ultimate capacity buildout potential could lead to advisable, quantifiable
mitigation such as restrictions on the timing of growth, reduction of growth areas, adjustment of densities,
etc. The RDEIR and the GPU are not legally adequate without an understanding of the Project Description
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I23-27
cont'd

which must include full buildout of the General Plan Update both in population and spatially in 2030 and
at full capacity.

Confusing Land Use Diagram – What Is the Plan?
I23-28
The Project Description as well as the GPU are also inadequate because of the confusing land use
designation system developed (RDEIR page 2-21). Existing community plans, area and sub-area plans,
and county adopted city general plans are listed and incorporated by reference. However, a citizen would
need to find the land use maps in these plans to piece together an understanding of the whole. The GPU
goes to the extent of including numerous maps delineating the boundaries of these plans, but not the land
use designations within them. In addition, the remainder of the County includes vast areas (in UABs,
HDBs, Growth Corridors, and Community UDBs) that do not have specifically assigned designations; they
are designated Mixed Use over a large area or they are retaining existing General Plan designations which
may or may not be consistent with the policies of the General Plan Update.

♦ Numerous critical policies and measures are so vaguely
worded that mitigation simply cannot be assured.
I23-29

The draft GPU provides future elected officials with too little real guidance, and the people of Tulare
County with too little assurance, that their vision for the County’s future will be protected. We need a
General Plan with strong, clear, enforceable policies and concrete, trackable, timely implementation
measures.
The GPU states that a policy is “a statement that guides a specific course of action for decision-makers to
achieve a desired goal. The County has strived to develop clear and unambiguous policies” (GPU Part I,
page 1-8). The Goals and Policies Report (GPR) goes on to state that the GPR is the “essence” of the
General Plan and that it “identifies a full set of implementation measures that will ensure the goals and
policies in the General Plan will be carried out.” Finally, the GPR states that an implementation measure is
“a specific measure, program, procedure, or technique that carries out plan policies” and that
“Implementation measures describe actions that are measurable so their completion can be easily
monitored in annual reports” (GPU, Part I, page 1-11).
Unfortunately, the GPU fails to meet its own standards in many respects. Many of the policies are far from
specific, clear, and unambiguous, and many have no identified corresponding implementation measures.
Many of the implementation measures that are provided are so vague as to be neither measurable nor
enforceable; many state that they are “new,” yet indicate for their timeline that they are “ongoing,” so that
one cannot determine whether they are supposedly already being implemented (in which case the date of
actual implementation should be shown) or when one could expect them to be in force; others are
scheduled to be commenced so far in the future that it is doubtful that much in the way of meaningful
outcomes can be made to result from them within the life of the General Plan Update. Many
implementation measures are cited in the RDEIR to serve as mitigation. However, the definition of
implementation measures in the General Plan Update (see GPU/GPR page 1-11.) weakens the ability of
these measures to effectively mitigate impacts. For example, timelines are considered “general guidelines”
and “completion of various tasks… are subject to available staff, financial resources, and other
considerations” (see GPU/GPR page 1-11.).
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As an example, the General Plan Update’s foundation is a series of policies and measures which purport to I23-30
limit sprawl and haphazard growth which is the source of many adverse impacts of growth including loss
of agriculture and open space, reduction in quality of public services and facilities, reduced air quality, and
increased traffic, VMTs, and GHGs, etc. And yet, these very policies and measures are not required to be
carried out in the General Plan Update which uses weakly directive terms such as “may” or “should” or
“encourage.” As a result, the impacts resulting from the buildout pattern permitted by the General Plan
cannot be expected to be mitigated below the significant level. The foundation on which the Plan rests is
simply not firm.
An EIR must provide substantial evidence demonstrating that the recommended mitigation measures are
I23-31
capable of: “(a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b)
minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (c) rectifying
the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; or (d) reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action.
(CEQA Guidelines §15370.) The RDEIR must use these tests to analyze whether or not the language
“may” or “should” and other language which may weaken the actual implementation of policies and
measures will actually result in effective mitigation. We argue that it will not, because the decision makers
will not be required to carry out the underlying intent and the decision will be left to the whims of politics.
As an example of ineffective mitigation wording, the General Plan Update Planning Framework policies
are cited throughout the RDEIR chapters as mitigating in nature. A system of concentric growth
boundaries around the cities and various unincorporated areas and a series of associated policies purporting
to focus most growth in city spheres of influence and urban development boundaries form the Planning
Framework (General Plan Update Part I, Chapter 2). The RDEIR claims that these policies will serve to
limit sprawl, preserve agriculture to some degree, reduce traffic and air quality impacts, and more.
However, as discussed above, the vague wording used in most of these policies will not ensure that these
concepts are carried out; in other cases the concepts themselves are flawed (such as that the UABs will
serve to focus growth) and will not reduce sprawl.
For instance, the General Plan Update sets forth a basic program in its Planning Framework that it claims I23-32
would focus growth largely in the existing cities. To do this, the General Plan Update claims that it will
rely on the City General Plans for these areas. However, the policy enacting this program does not require
that it be carried out:
PF-4.8. General Plan Designations Within City UDBs.
On land that is within a CACUDB, but outside a city’s incorporated limits, the County may
[emphasis added] maintain General Plan land use designations that are compatible with the city’s
adopted General Plan.
In addition, the policy which discusses how land use proposals submitted to the County in the areas just
outside the cities (CACUDBs) will be handled does not require that land use proposals be referred to the
cities for potential annexation, leaving no teeth in the policy:
PF-4.24 Annexations to a City within the CACUDB
In addition to the County’s current policies on development within a CACUDB, the County may
[emphasis added] work with a city to provide that urban development projects within a city’s
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Sphere of Influence (SOI) as set by the Tulare County Local Agency Formation Commission will be I23-32
referred to the affected city for consideration of annexation…..
cont'd
The second concentric growth boundary circle proposed around the cities is an Urban Area Boundary
I23-33
(UAB), intended to provide for 50-year growth. The GPU claims that this area will be limited in growth,
and planning will be coordinated with the cities. However PF-4.1, establishing the UABs around cities,
states only that: “the cities’ concerns may [emphasis added] be given consideration as part of the land use
review process…” In addition, this policy states that this area “will generally have an agricultural land
use designation or rural residential land use designation…” Yet the rural residential designation can
include rural ranchette 10 acre parcels (General Plan Table 4.3 - Countywide Land Use Designation
Matrix) which is an inefficient parcel density counter to efforts to preserve agriculture and reduce sprawl.
In addition, the Rural Valley Lands Plan is only advisory in the UABs. The policies attempt to allow some
additional control by the County in these areas, but the wording used only notes that the County “may”
work with individual cities to ensure that the RVLP policies apply in these areas (PF- 4.19, PF-4.21). In
fact, the RDEIR admits in the Agricultural Resources section that development per the GPU in the UABs
and HDBs will result in loss of up to 59,645 acres of important agricultural land (RDEIR Table 3.10-9), a
significant “unavoidable” impact.
The ability of the General Plan Update to limit sprawl is further weakened by the fact that unincorporated I23-34
hamlets may be expanded substantially (PF-3), that New Towns (Planned Community Areas) may be
formed (PF-5.1), and that Regional Growth Corridors (C-1.6) will be created. In addition, until plans are
prepared for the Hamlets, Growth Corridors, and Community UDBs, the underlying land use designation is
Mixed Use, which as defined in the General Plan Update permits an “anything goes” type of planning. Up
to 30 units per acre of residential use are allowed and any type of commercial use is allowed, with only
vague direction given: “The consideration of development proposals in Mixed Use areas should
[emphasis added] focus on compatibility between land uses, and the development potential of a given area
compared to the existing and proposed mix of land uses and their development impacts.” (General Plan
Update Part I, page 4-20). The creation of these growth areas, located generally in the middle of
agricultural areas, is inconsistent with the Planning Framework, and the wording in the policies guiding
their review is so permissive as to be ineffective, not serving to mitigate any potential impact.
I23-35
Further, the General Plan Update does not require that the County, in permitting development within the
CACUDBs and CACUABs, to conform to City infrastructure standards, public service level of service
targets, or fee structures. (See policies PF-4.2 and PF 4.27.) Without equal standards and fees, developers
will pit the County against the City and generally choose to develop where they are the lowest. And, under
GPU policies, a project can be developed under County jurisdiction and not be required to annex to the city
at a future date. (Policy PF 4.24d)
The actual impact of these weakly worded Policy Framework policies and permissively worded growth
I23-36
plans in the form of New Towns (PCAs), Growth Corridors, and Hamlet and Community development
boundaries would be the opposite of what is claimed in the RDEIR, resulting in heightened impact levels
and inadequate mitigation. Under these Planning Framework policies, a proposed project in an
unincorporated area can be referred to a city, denied annexation by the city at that time for appropriate
reasons (such as inconsistency with their general plan or untimely development), yet can then be approved
by the County with a potentially inconsistent land use density, with infrastructure that does not meet City
standards, and under fees that will not provide for urban public facility levels of service. In addition, the

10
3-1552

Letter I23

Tulare County Citizens For Responsible Growth

project may never be required to annex to the City in the future (which would be the only remaining way to I23-36
eventually create a consistent buildout pattern in the area in question).
cont'd
There is a pattern of wording of these policies that makes it clear that the County may not truly be
interested in a compact, resource-efficient urban form; there are loopholes in almost every relevant policy
allowing the County to ignore City zoning and standards. And, there are loopholes which would permit
extensive growth outside the cities. Rather than extensively revise the policy wording, it would be more
effective as mitigation to eliminate the UABs, require the County to designate the city UDBs agricultural
with urban plans to be implemented by the cities in this area, prohibit the New Towns PCAs) and Growth
Corridors, and revise the hamlet and community boundaries as we have recommended earlier in this letter.
Weakly worded mitigating policies and implementation measures are found throughout the RDEIR and the
GPU. They must be rewritten to assure effective mitigation and a legally adequate EIR.
♦ Not all available and feasible mitigation is explored in the RDEIR.

I23-37

An EIR must explore all available feasible mitigation measures even if they are not selected (CEQA
Guidelines § 15091(a)(c)) and Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981).) In some cases, the RDEIR "drops the
ball" and concludes that an impact is unavoidable when, in fact, mitigation measures may be available.
Feasible mitigation measures must be identified even if they do not fully mitigate impacts in an attempt to
reduce impacts to the greatest degree feasible, even if an alternative approach would impede to some degree
the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b.).

Throughout these comments on the RDEIR, we point out mitigation measures which have not been
explored and which will provide greater mitigation than that provided in the RDEIR. The RDEIR must be
revised to explore all such measures and adopt them when determined to be feasible.
♦ Existing Setting description inadequate.

I23-38

There is no totaling of potential buildout under the existing General Plan or zoning in either the RDEIR or
the General Plan Update. The General Plan Update Background Report does include a number of charts
with some totaling of zoning or general plan designations by acreage and some population projections:
Chapter 3 includes charts that total existing acreage zoning by category for the Rural Valley Lands Plan,
Kings River Plan, the Foothill Growth Management Plan and the Mountain Planning Regions sub-areas.
However, buildout calculations are not presented and cannot be determined by the reader since acreage is
not identified as developed or undeveloped. The community plans have the most existing land use
designation data presented (General Plan Update Background Report Table 3-6). However, the population
projections are only for the plan period, not the full buildout potential, which cannot be determined by the
reader with the data presented. Some of this information is available in individual adopted plans, but in
total there is no way to determine what the existing County General Plan permits. Since the General Plan
buildout calculations of the incorporated areas of the cities are not presented, the true existing buildout
potential of the entire county cannot be understood.
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From a CEQA standpoint, without a knowledge of the buildout potential of the existing General Plan, it is
impossible not only to understand the existing setting, but also to compare it to the proposed General Plan
Update in the alternatives section of the RDEIR. And, clearly, it was not available during the creation of
the proposed Land Use Diagram to inform decision making. It appears that the existing City Plans with
modest expansion room into the UDBs alone could provide for all the growth projected for the County to
2030.

I23-38
cont'd

♦ Land Use and Aesthetic Impacts
Division of the physical arrangement of an existing community discussion and mitigation inadequate I23-39
(Impact 3.11). This impact discussion again relies on policies which cannot be assured of mitigation
because of vague wording such as: “The County may [emphasis added] ensure proposed development
within CACUABs is compatible with future…circulation networks as shown in city plans” (PF Policy 4.12)
and the County “may” require a development project to meet the County adopted city development
standards of the city in question (PF Policy 4.10). (Other examples include PF Policies 4.6, 4.8, 4.9, 4.13.)
The General Plan Update maintains that the outer ring of development around the cities, the CACUABs
will generally have an agricultural or rural residential land use designation (Policy PF-4). Yet Rural
Residential land uses are permitted; these ranchette type densities run counter to the goal of reducing rural
residential sprawl cited in the Guiding Principles. This remains a potentially significant impact which
would best be mitigated by elimination of the CACUABs and assignment of agricultural zoning only in
these areas.
However, of most concern related to dividing the physical arrangement of an existing community (which
we assume is the current built form of the county) is the structure providing for “Planned Communities”
(formerly called New Towns) and Growth Corridors within the General Plan Update, which has been
discussed previously in this letter. Though these land use designations have not been specifically located
yet, they clearly have the potential to alter the urban, suburban, and/or rural form of Tulare County.
Implementation measures outline planning issues which must be addressed in these plans; however clearly,
the magnitude of these entirely new growth areas has the potential for significant impacts. In the case of
the Regional Growth Corridors, which could extend along much of the major highways in the County
(RDEIR Figure 2-1), highway oriented commercial, industrial, and mixed use development may be
approved by the County immediately, pending adoption of Regional Growth Corridor plans (Policy C-1.6).
The Planned Communities must be at least 200 acres in size. The RDEIR does not discuss the potential for
these new land use concepts to alter and divide the built form of the county. We maintain that impacts are
unavoidable because of the magnitude of what is proposed and diversion from the current built form of the
unincorporated County, regardless of the future planning that may be involved.
The RDEIR is inadequate without a discussion of these issues and incorporation of the available and
feasible additional mitigation recommended.
Conflict with other adopted land use plans discussion and mitigation inadequate (Impact 3.1.2).
I23-40
The RDEIR concludes that this impact is less than significant, in part because “policies in the Planning
Framework are specifically designed to direct urban development within UDBs of existing cities,
communities, and other County planning areas to ensure that all development is well planned and
adequately served by infrastructure” (RDEIR p. 3.1-23). However, again, a number of the policies cited
as mitigation in this section include vague language which will not ensure implementation. For example,
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PF-4.8 notes only that the County “may” maintain General Plan designations that are compatible with the I23-40
City’s adopted general plan. In policy PF-4.13, it is recognized that if the City is not ready to annex a
cont'd
property in a UDB, the County can permit development if it determines that it is not incompatible
development. Similarly, in policy PF-4.10, the County states only that it “may” require a development
project to substantiate sufficient water supply and meet the County adopted city development standards of
the city in question. And per policy PF-4.12, the County “may” (or may not) ensure that proposed
development within CACUABs is compatible with future sewer and water systems, and circulation
networks as shown in city plans.
Numerous other Planning Framework policies cited as mitigation in the RDEIR will not, because of their
non-directive wording, ensure implementation of City plans. (Other examples include PF 2.2, 2.3, 4.1,
4.2,4.5, 4.6, 4.9.)
The conclusion of less than significant relative to conflict with other adopted land use plans cannot be
reached without the revision of these and related policies to include directive language such as “shall” or
“must.”

♦ Impacts to Agricultural Resources

Not all available agricultural impact mitigation is explored.

I23-41

Land Use Map revision needed.
As discussed previously, the RDEIR does not explore all available mitigation as required by CEQA. This
is particularly evident in the Agricultural Resources impact section. Rather than explore possibilities for
effective mitigation, the RDEIR,by concluding that 59,645 acres of farmland may be lost under General
Plan buildout “drops the ball” by neglecting to explore effective mitigation and concluding that impacts
are unavoidable. Only one mitigation measure is added, and it does not even require action: “The County
shall consider (emphasis added) the implementation of an Agricultural Conservation Easement
Program…” (Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15).
The most obvious way to reduce loss of agriculture to urban uses is to simply revise the Land Use Map,
which the RDEIR fails to discuss. Elimination of all or part of the city CACUABs alone could retain up
to 49,600 acres of farmland according to the RDEIR’s own figures (RDEIR Table 3.10-9). Even assuming
that existing sprawling Rural Residential zoning is retained in these CACUABs, a substantial amount of
farmland would still be preserved. UDBs around the unincorporated communities, Hamlet HDBs , and
Growth Corridors could also be decreased in size. Combined with the Development Efficiency Targets
discussed below, it is expected that the target population of the County could still readily be
accommodated in this decreased urbanization area and impacts related to loss of agriculture and open space
could be reduced below the significant level.
Efficiency of development needed to reduce sprawl.
I23-42
Other mitigation options have been suggested which were not explored in the RDEIR. The American
Farmland Trust (AFT) in their comments has recommended a Development Efficiency Target review
system. Again, the RDEIR concluded that approximately 59,645 acres of agricultural land could be lost by
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2030 under buildout of the General Plan Update. The American Farmland Trust estimated in 2007 that if I23-42
the efficiency of development were increased to the Valley-wide average of 8 people per acre, only 23,675 cont'd
acres would be needed to accommodate growth through 2025; and if it were increased to 15 people per
acre, roughly comparable to the prevailing average in the Bay Area and urban Southern California, only
12,625 acres would be needed – less than 20 percent of the land currently planned for development (AFT,
2007 comments attached). Clearly, the AFT proposal would increase the efficiency of development and
reduce overall per capita land consumption. This system is set forth below and should be evaluated and
included as mitigation in the RDEIR in addition to Land Use Map changes:
Add PF 1.1a: Development Efficiency Targets
Efficient Development to Minimize Agricultural and Other Resource Land Conversion
The County shall promote efficient development that minimizes the conversion of agricultural land
and other resources by adopting and applying Development Efficiency Targets in making future
land use decisions affecting agricultural and open resource land. The County shall establish
Targets for average residential density and commercial floor-to-area ratios (to be applied to public
projects as well as private development), based on the amount of land to be dedicated to these uses,
the projected population and the goal of limiting future urbanization of agricultural and other open
land within the County (including those portions within cities) to not more than 16,000 acres
through the year 2030. (This implies an average development efficiency of about 12 people per acre
over the period, almost three times the current trend in Tulare County.)
The County shall use these Targets (and encourage cities to use them) to evaluate existing spheres
of influence and urban development boundaries, existing zoning districts, rezoning petitions,
community and specific plans, new town proposals (PCAs), agreements with cities that would
expand their spheres of influence or urban development boundaries, and all new development
projects within the unincorporated area of the County that are not already part of a community or
specific plan. Such evaluations shall include specific findings, to be made available to the general
public, that quantify any deviation of the efficiency of the development that is or would be
authorized from the applicable Development Efficiency Targets.
The County shall also identify obstacles to increasing the efficiency of urban development and shall
adopt (and encourage cities to adopt) changes in policies, zoning, rules and incentives to enable
and encourage all communities (urban and urbanizing areas) to meet Development Efficiency
Targets.
I23-43

Ineffectual wording of policies and measures must be eliminated.
Finally, as throughout the General Plan Update, most of the agricultural resource polices are weakly
worded with little potential for effectiveness because of their permissive wording, using terms such as
“encourage,” “consider,” or “may,” or “should”. An obvious method of decreasing loss of agricultural
land would be to fortify the wording of these policies and measures.
For instance, the Conservation Easement Program recommended in the General Plan update is just that,
only a recommendation: Policy AG-1.6 “The County may (emphasis added) develop an Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program…” Both Implementation Measures 1 and 5 are intended to follow up on
this policy. Yet they are too vague to be measured or enforceable; they should be made specific with a
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required land replacement ratio and given a deadline for establishment of the mitigation program. (I.M. 1: I23-43
“The County shall take the lead to work with the cities and Tulare County Association of Governments
cont'd
(TCAG) to establish a comprehensive agricultural land mitigation program…” I.M. 5: “The County shall
work with TCAG and the cities to establish criteria for the locations for agricultural conservation
easements.”) Taking the lead does not ensure that a program will be adopted. If the land replacement ratio
is not specified at this time, mitigation cannot be assured.
Conservation easements are the last line of defense in an effective agricultural protection hierarchy: 1.
Protective land use designations, 2. Clustering of growth to avoid sprawl, and finally - 3. Purchase of
agricultural conservation easements on similarly valued agricultural land to mitigate the loss that still
occurs after the first two steps are implemented.
The RDEIR concludes that a variety of other policies will assist in reducing conversion of agricultural
lands to urban uses (table on RDEIR page 3.10-14). However, as discussed previously, most of these
policies include language which does not require their implementation. In order for these policies and
measures to result in any degree of mitigation, their wording must be strengthened.
Williamson Act contracts need greater support. Contracts for lands within UDBs are currently
I23-44
reviewed every five (5) years to determine whether any community is unduly restrained in its growth by
the existence of an agriculture preserve. The County initiates the non-renewal process if a property is found
to be inhibiting urban growth, and the contract is allowed to lapse at the end of its term. This existing
procedure is more than adequate to protect the interests of both the urban community and the agricultural
user. The following proposed amendment to AG-1.4 would ensure that Williamson Act contracts on land
within UDBs or HDBS are not earlier cancelled or non-renewed unless requested by the landowner, thus
preventing premature conversion of land from agricultural to other uses before the natural expansion of the
urban center would require it, and simply because the land had become enveloped by a UDB or HDB.
We suggest the following policy revisions:
AG-1.4 Williamson Act in UDBs and HDBs: The County shall support nonrenewal
or cancellation processes that meet State law for lands within UDBs and HDBs for lands within
UDBs and HDBs only after it has developed and adopted Development Efficiency Target standards
that must be adhered to in exchange for supporting Williamson Act cancellations and non-renewals
in HDBs and UDBs.
Limits on Ranchettes Still Not Mitigated. We support the concept of limiting ranchette development,
but the General Plan policy has no supporting implementation measure, which renders it meaningless. We
suggest that this policy be revised to read:
AG-1.12 Ranchettes: The County shall discourage not allow the creation of ranchettes in areas
designated Valley Agriculture and Foothill Agriculture.
New policy recommended: Division of agricultural lands shall not be permitted unless the
Agricultural Commissioner / Sealer – Weights & Measures finds that the resulting parcels can be
viably farmed.
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Summary- RDEIR inadequate without evaluation of all available and feasible agricultural land loss I23-46
mitigation. In conclusion, the measures discussed above must be evaluated in order to make a more
adequate meaningful effort to explore all available feasible mitigation consistent with the requirements of
CEQA. While impacts to agriculture may still be significant, they will be greatly reduced using these
measures; these measures should be adopted to promote the greatest degree of mitigation possible. As the
project proponent, if the County feels that these measures are infeasible, it is the County’s responsibility to
document the reasons, rather than simply dismiss the measures. It is not appropriate for the County to
simply throw up its hands at the magnitude of the task that preserving agriculture and open space presents.
I23-47

Not all agricultural impacts are discussed.
A number of impacts related to agricultural resources were not discussed in the RDEIR:
Economic impacts not discussed.
The figures in the 2008 General Plan Update compared with those in the 2010 General Plan Update show
that over 5,000 acres of Prime Farmland were converted from 2004 to 2006. The RDEIR must answer the
question: what are the economic impacts of agricultural land conversion and the continuing trend predicted
in the RDEIR? An EIR must discuss the economic impacts of a project to the extent that they could result
in physical impacts. Agriculture is the economic engine of Tulare County. Certainly, in the case of the
General Plan Update, economic impacts could result in loss of jobs and related blight impacts in individual
communities due to vacated homes and businesses, and loss of tax revenue leading to reduced public
facility levels of service

Animal confinement facilities not discussed.
I23-48
Animal confinement facilities (dairies, feedlots, etc.) are a major component of agriculture and the
economy in Tulare County, and milk is far and away the County’s single leading commodity. The
County’s failure to substantively address these facilities in the General Plan Update/RDEIR documents
constitutes a major omission and detrimentally limits the public’s understanding of the importance of
animal confinement facilities to existing conditions in the County, related environmental impacts, and the
adequacy of the County’s related policies and implementation measures and mitigation measures. The new
Climate Action Plan points out that 63% of the GHG emissions in the unincorporated area of the County
are from dairies and feedlots (the next largest source is Mobile Sources, at 16%). The County must revise
the General Plan Update and the RDEIR to include substantially more information related to this key
subject, in proportion to its importance to all these aspects of the General Plan. To simply state that the
County has a Plan, which is incorporated by reference, gives the public no understanding of the history,
challenges, and problems associated with this Plan, which is still being worked on. Without a detailed
analysis of the impacts of animal confinement facilities, this General Plan Update is inadequate by failing
to examine and disclose the potential significant adverse environmental impacts of a major component of
the County’s land use, agriculture, and economy, affecting air quality, water supply and quality,
Greenhouse Gas emissions, soil, flora, fauna, public health (and, in some cases, scenic landscapes).
I23-49
Forest resource impacts not discussed.
Without explanation, the County has elected not to discuss potential impacts to existing forestry resources.
This void occurs despite the County’s aggressive development plans for the foothills and mountains.
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♦ Loss of Open Space

I23-50

The TCCRG April, 2008 comment letter (attached) described a number of ways to increase protection of
open space (pages 16-17, 21, 28-29), including use of a Transfer of Development Rights system. Since
impacts to loss of open space were concluded to be unavoidable in the RDEIR, all available and feasible
mitigation to reduce the impacts identified must be evaluated.
♦ Biological Resource Impacts

I23-51
The TCCRG April, 2008, comment letter noted numerous impacts which were not fully evaluated in the
2008 DEIR (letter attached). The additional analysis recommended was not included in the RDEIR
presumably because, with a broad brush, impacts were concluded to be significant and unavoidable in most
cases. However, our 2008 comment letter recommended a number of additional mitigation measures
which must be evaluated in order to explore all available mitigation as required by CEQA.
I23-52

As an example, one particularly effective mitigation measure’s revision was recommended which would
serve to mitigate impacts to biological resources much more effectively than would have been
accomplished in the RDEIR:

Revised ERM-1.2: Development in Environmentally Sensitive Areas: The County shall prohibit,
restrict, or modify proposed development in areas that contain essential habitat for special status
species, sensitive natural communities, and wetlands and riparian habitats as necessary to ensure
the continued health and survival of these species and sensitive areas. Approved development
projects shall be modified to avoid impacts to these resources to the maximum extent
feasible. If habitat cannot be preserved, the County shall require developers of these resources to
preserve at least one acre of land with comparable or greater resource value for every acre
developed. The preservation of resource land shall be accomplished by purchasing the land in fee
and dedicating a permanent conservation easement to a local non-profit land conservation
organization; by dedicating a permanent easement over a portion of the property to be developed
(generally on the edges of natural communities); or by paying a fee that will allow land with
comparable resource values to be purchased and maintained by a local land conservation
organization.
This TCCRG recommended revision does not appear in ERM 1.2 (GPR p.8-9)
In other cases, biological resource mitigation measures were noted by TCCRG in our 2008 letter to be
ineffective due to weak wording. One example is Policy ERM 1.14, which calls for mitigation banking;
yet no implementation measure is created to ensure that this policy will be carried out.

I23-53

Each of the measures or revisions to measures related to biological resources which we recommended in
2008 must be evaluated in the GPU/RDEIR as to their effectiveness and an explanation given if they are
not utilized, again, in an attempt to explore and adopt all available feasible mitigation.

I23-54
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♦ Air Quality and Global Climate Change

The TCCRG 2008 comment letter (attached) includes extensive comments on the Air Quality and Global I23-55
Climate Change sections of the previous DEIR which still apply. We request that these comments be
responded to in detail.
The RDEIR does conclude that buildout of the General Plan will result in significant, unavoidable air
quality impacts and contributions to global climate change. However, the RDEIR concludes that the
proposed project addresses the issue of climate change, in part, by adopting a land use plan and policies
that purportedly focus on compact growth (Table 3.4-5). Yet, examination of the GPU policies and
implementation measures listed in response to the State Attorney General’s recommended measures will
show immediately that they will not serve to carry out the AG’s recommendations.

I23-56

Throughout this comment letter, we have refuted the claim that the General Plan Update adequately
I23-57
promotes a compact urban form. In fact, the RDEIR does note that at least two alternatives could result
in a more compact urban form. We have also recommended in this letter a third alternative that would
more assuredly result in a more compact urban form. Yet, the RDEIR does not state any reasons why one
of these more compact alternatives is not feasible and should not be adopted as a way to at least
substantially reduce air quality impacts and greenhouse gas emissions. These reasons must be stated to
ensure a legally adequate Alternatives discussion in the RDEIR. The greatest attempt possible must be
made to find a feasible alternative which will address these (and other) significant, unavoidable impacts as
required by CEQA.
♦ Wildland Fire Hazard
I23-58
The revised RDEIR should compare the relative fire risks and financial burden to the county of General
Plan Alternatives that allow sprawling rural development versus development within existing boundaries
served by existing fire-fighting districts. The RDEIR should analyze the following approaches to lowering
risk and costs of wildlife in the General Plan Update:
● Mandatory impact fees on new development near or within areas at risk of wildfire that reflect the true
cost of providing fire protection and fuel reduction over the long-term,
● Greater focus on infill development within existing development boundaries as recommended in our
Healthy Growth Alternative which keeps fire emergency response time short and makes fire fuel-reduction
programs more efficient,
● Restriction of new parcels in areas rated “High” or higher, for fire hazard outside of existing fire district
boundaries.

♦ Water Supply
I23-59

The TCCRG April, 2008, comment letter (attached) includes extensive comments on the Water Supply
section of the DEIR which apply to the RDEIR as well. We request that these previous comments be
responded to in detail.
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The RDEIR has been revised to make it clear that water supply impacts to individual water districts and the I23-60
ability to serve growth provided in the General Plan Update are significant and unavoidable (RDEIR
Impact 3.9-1). It concludes that groundwater drawdown will be significant and unavoidable (RDEIR 3.62). As a result, all available feasible mitigation must be explored. This conclusion gives greater
importance to the need to adopt a land use alternative or set of mitigation measures, such as TCCRG’s
Healthy Growth Alternative, which will cluster development to a greater degree, thus assisting in water
conservation and efficiency of serving new growth. The Healthy Growth Alternative (which could be
created by a significantly revised Alternative 5) must be discussed in the Alternatives section of the
RDEIR.

♦ Water Quality
Analysis of water quality impacts and available mitigation measures related to County buildout not I23-61
adequate. The General Plan Update RDEIR concludes that water quality will not be degraded as a result
of buildout of the county (Impact 3.6-1). However, no adequate analysis of baseline conditions is
provided, and no analysis is performed of water quality impacts that will occur as a result of intensive new
development allowed by the General Plan Update. The policies cited to address mitigation do not add
anything to the practices currently in place in the county. There is no specific evaluation of how these
measures will actually be effective in avoiding water quality impacts even if implementation becomes
more vigorous than is the current practice. As such, the water quality assessment fails basic requirements
to provide a baseline assessment of conditions, to analyze significant effects that will be caused by the
project, and to identify all available mitigation measures.
The revised RDEIR must provide a more substantial analysis of the impact that the General Plan Update
would have on the health of Tulare County watersheds and water quality. This analysis must include
impacts associated with the grading of natural topography, loss of natural vegetation, filling of streams and
wetlands, compaction of soils, and removal of trees and other natural vegetation. The RDEIR should
describe the extent of such watershed disturbances projected to occur at full build-out at maximum
allowable densities, and related effects such as alteration of local drainage patterns, increased impervious
cover, loss of topsoil, increased erosion, and increased runoff.
In particular, numerous studies indicate that when as little as 10% of a watershed is covered in
impervious surfaces, it becomes impaired. Greater amounts of impervious cover result
in water quality impairments from increased pollution and runoff, as well as water
supply impacts due to loss of groundwater recharge and contamination of local supplies.
Increased runoff results in erosion and instability of stream banks, changes to channel structure, loss of
natural vegetation and increased sedimentation. The revised RDEIR should analyze the expected increase
in impervious coverage that would result from the GPU at full build-out, assuming maximum allowable
development intensity/density, and describe related storm water, runoff pollution, flooding, erosion, loss of
groundwater recharge and all other related impacts that would occur.
I23-62
Water quality impacts of animal confinement facilities are not discussed in the RDEIR.
It has been almost nine years since the County entered into the settlement agreement requiring the County
to prepare, circulate for public review, and certify the completion of an SPEIR to the PEIR for the Animal
Confinement Plan-Phase I. The County agreed to carry out these actions within nine months (or sooner)
from the effective date of the agreement, which was executed in June, 2001 (with the proviso that the time
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limit could be extended “as is reasonably necessary”). Clearly, impacts are not being mitigated; the
I23-62
Animal Confinement Facilities Plan (ACFP), which the General Plan Update incorporates by reference and cont'd
which the RDEIR assumes will provide mitigation, is not being implemented. Yet the RDEIR does not
address this issue. The General Plan Update must include specific policies and concrete, measurable
implementation measures to address these substantial impacts since the ACFP cannot assure mitigation.

♦ Traffic
The RDEIR Traffic and Circulation Impact section is inadequate in that it appears to use a population
I23-63
growth based impact analysis rather than a land use plan based analysis. It is unlikely that a land use plan
based analysis could have been used since the County has not prepared a full land use plan with proposed
land use designations over the entire county. To fully analyze traffic impacts, the RDEIR must be able to
demonstrate what the full buildout of the General Plan might add up to by multiplying maximum density
permitted by acreage in each land use designation and by subareas of the county. This is not possible with
the information available, rendering the traffic impact discussion inadequate.
I23-64

However, since impacts to the County’s roadway levels-of-service are expected to be significant and
unavoidable, the biggest drawback in the RDEIR automobile traffic analysis is the fact that not all
available feasible mitigation measures were explored. In the case of traffic, the most obvious way to
reduce impacts is to substantially reduce potential vehicle miles traveled by a greater assurance of
establishing a compact urban form. The measures and alternative that we have described to this end
throughout this letter must be analyzed relative to the ability to reduce traffic impacts.

♦ Public Facilities and Services
The RDEIR concludes that the County may not be able to provide adequate water supply and wastewater I23-65
treatment to serve the population provided for in the GPU, determining that impacts will be significant and
unavoidable. (Impacts 3.9-1 and 3.9-2) As discussed throughout our comments, a legally adequate EIR
must explore all available and feasible mitigation. However, the RDEIR does not identify the most
obvious method to at least reduce the impacts identified – prohibition of New Towns (PCAs) and Regional
Growth Corridors. These new growth areas have the potential to attract the portion of the market for
housing and commercial that could have gone to infill existing unincorporated communities or to the cities
or their annexations. A second effective measure would be to ensure that large scale development does not
go forward in the unincorporated communities and hamlets without adopted plans and development
concurrent with provision of adequate public sewer, water, and other services. Again, all available
feasible mitigation such as these measures must be explored.
Other services are determined to be mitigatable through adoption of a new fee structure (for parks,
I23-66
libraries, police, and fire protection) However, we were not able to find a target date for adoption of these
fees or an assurance that the fee would be required at the full amount needed to provide adequate service.
Until this is remedied, impacts must be considered unavoidable.
Finally, the three to four sentences given to the evaluation of the City Centered and Confined Growth
I23-67
Alternatives in the RDEIR which conclude that public facility impacts and services would be similar to the
proposed Plan is completely inappropriate given the importance of this issue to the choice of a general plan
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strategy. Both of these alternatives and our Healthy Growth Alternative would direct enough growth to the I23-67
cities compared to the other alternatives that the efficiency of providing sewer as well other public services cont'd
would be substantially greater than in the proposed Plan. A fiscal impact report or draft fee study should
be prepared to analyze this issue; an adequate analysis has not yet been provided.
In general, planning for governmental services and public facilities including roads, sewage treatment, and I23-68
water is one of the most basic jobs of a General Plan. Yet, the General Plan Update and the RDEIR have
not taken the important first step toward solving those problems. Indeed, if these are truly unsolvable
problems, adopting a land use alternative which clusters development more efficiently is an obvious
solution.
♦ Alternatives
The RDEIR states (page 7-1): “The purpose of this section of the EIR is to describe a reasonable range of I23-69
alternatives to the project…that could feasibly attain most of the objectives of the project, but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and to evaluate the comparative merits
of the alternatives.” Unfortunately, the RDEIR fails all aspects of this CEQA requirement. As an initial
matter, the RDEIR can't reasonably evaluate any alternatives, including the General Plan Update
alternative until baseline buildout calculations based on actual spatial arrangement of proposed and
existing land use designations have been established. The total lack of such calculations makes both the
General Plan and the RDEIR merely speculative, and as such, not in compliance with the core CEQA
requirements.
The RDEIR also fails to provide a “reasonable range of alternatives” for consideration by Tulare County I23-70
citizens and decision-makers. As described in the RDEIR, each proposed Alternative “assumes that all of
the proposed policies and implementation measures contained in the Goals and Policies Report (GPR) for
the GPU would be included as part of (this) alternative.” In other words, the four GPU Alternatives
proposed in the RDEIR (in addition to the "no-project alternative"), while offering minor differences on
the surface, have all been framed to implement the same non-specific and loophole-ridden GPU policies
and implementation measures set forth in the General Plan Update/RDEIR. Although the proposed
Alternatives have different titles and different stated priorities, they are as vague and general in nature as
the underlying General Plan Update that they would implement. Because all the Alternatives incorporate
the policies and implementation measures of the GPU/RDEIR, they lack specific growth-directing
measures that would in fact produce different General Plan Update outcomes. As a result, each Alternative
would allow, and even encourage, costly, inefficient sprawl development that would challenge our existing
communities economically and politically while also jeopardizing Tulare County’s farmlands, natural
resources, public health, and quality of life.
This critique applies equally to Alternative 5 (Confined Growth Alternative), which was purportedly
developed (per the 2008 DEIR) based upon “comments from Tulare County Citizens for Responsible
Growth and American Farmland Trust.” While we appreciate the attempt to include a General Plan
Alternative that addresses the goals we share with the overwhelming majority of Tulare County citizens
who participated in the GPU “visioning” process, the proposed Alternative 5 is not reflective of our core
concerns or the extensive and detailed input we previously provided. Given its exceptions, omissions and
vagueness, Alternative 5 offers little essential or practical difference from the other development
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alternatives presented, and cannot therefore be objectively considered a true, much less an
environmentally-superior, development alternative.

I23-71
cont'd

The RDEIR projects that, whichever Alternative is selected, 26-32% of the total population in the County
will reside in the unincorporated area in 2030 (RDEIR Table 4-1) Again, the nearly identical outcomes in
terms of future population distribution are predetermined by the incorporation of the GPU’s flawed
policies and implementation measures into each “alternative.”

I23-72

The RDEIR is also inherently inadequate because it includes only a superficial assessment of the degree to I23-73
which each proposed Alternative would meet the stated objectives of the General Plan Update, without
detailed justification for its conclusions. Conclusions about the failure of the City-Centered Alternative to
meet various project objectives are not well explained, and are simply not supportable given the absence of
details provided about the specifics of each Alternative’s proposal. The RDEIR concludes that the
Confined Growth Alternative will not meet one project objective: increased development in unincorporated
communities. This is certainly not the case, since under the basic concept of this Alternative it would be
possible to allow infill growth in these areas and modest growth within appropriate confined boundaries.
Finally, the RDEIR does not adequately describe why any of the project alternatives are not feasible, as
I23-74
required by CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21001). It is not adequate simply to conclude that the
project sponsor’s objectives are not met. And, in the case of Alternative 5, again only one objective is said
to not be met – allowing unincorporated communities to grow. This is an artificially narrow objective; it
could be met readily by this Alternative or a slight revision to it.
Similarly, the RDEIR fails to provide a quantified, objective comparison of the significant impacts that
I23-75
would result from the adoption of each Alternative. Instead, unsupported general assessments are proffered
about the impact each Alternative would have compared with the General Plan Update (i.e., a more or less
Significant Impact than the General Plan Update), with no basis provided for these assessments. What
criteria were used to categorize the relative impacts generated by each proposed Alternative to the General
Plan Update? What data, benchmarks, thresholds or other forms of analysis were used to conclude that an
impact created by one Alternative would be lesser or greater than the General Plan’s impact? A fiscal
impact analysis would offer clear quantified analysis of the feasibility of providing appropriate traffic
improvements and public facilities and services under each Alternative. Certainly impacts such as traffic
and air quality lend themselves to a quantified analysis. Indeed, how can any assessment be made at all,
without baseline spatial buildout calculations against which the results can be compared? Detailed,
quantified analysis of each Alternative is needed in each impact issue area to understand the relative
impacts.
The root of the RDEIR’s problem is that non-specific Alternatives are proposed to implement a vague and I23-76
loophole-ridden General Plan Update, making it virtually impossible to "evaluate the comparative merits of
the alternatives," as required by CEQA. As a result, the relative comparisons of the Alternatives are
meaningless and of little or no value in helping Tulare County decision-makers select an Alternative that
could "feasibly attain most of the objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project.” To fulfill the most basic of CEQA requirements, the RDEIR must
be meaningfully revised to present a reasonable range of General Plan Alternatives that includes at least
one alternative that clearly and firmly directs growth into those urbanized areas that have the desire and
capacity to accommodate that growth.
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TCCRG Recommendation: the Healthy Growth Alternative.

RDEIR Alternative 5, the Confined Growth Alternative, is similar in some respects to the Healthy Growth
Alternative TCCRG proposed in our Notice of Preparation comments and our comments on the previous,
2008 draft General Plan Update. However, loopholes and provisions inherently inconsistent with smart
growth -- such as regional Growth Corridors, floating Planned Community Areas, large and unrealistic
Hamlet boundaries, and a weak policy structure relative to mandating compact, contiguous, resourceefficient growth and protection of farmland and open space – coupled with unreliable assurances that
development will be directed to the cities, make the RDEIR’s proposed Alternative 5 unacceptable. We
again urge the County to extensively revise Alternative 5 to provide for a true alternative in the RDEIR
that will meet all project objectives while significantly reducing the environmental impact of the project.
This loophole-free "Healthy Growth Alternative" should include clear, firm policies that specifically
support the following:

Revised Alternative 5:
The Healthy Growth Alternative

1. Base the location, density, and amount of growth within urbanized areas on their desire
and capacity to accommodate growth.
2. Locate development (except that which is directly related to agriculture) within existing
Development Boundaries, without loopholes or exceptions that allow for leapfrog new
town or growth corridor development. This can be accomplished by:
a. eliminating the CACUABs and replacing them with firm agricultural
designations; and
b. Ensuring that the Land Use Diagram locates all specific land use designations in
the unincorporated area
3. Require (or incentivize) efficient development within or contiguous to existing urban
areas:
a. Ensure that urban development takes place only:
i. Within incorporated cities;
ii. within the UDBs of adjacent cities in other counties;
iii. within UDBs of unincorporated communities and HDBs of Hamlets.
1. these UDBs and HDBs must be designated only after specific plans
have been adopted for each of them which include boundaries
23
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revised to focus on infill development and well-timed, healthy,
resource-efficient growth appropriate to each of these communities
and hamlets.
2. Community and Hamlet plans must clearly locate specific land uses
of an appropriate scale of neighborhood commercial and nonresidential uses, to be developed only if concurrent with the
provision of needed infrastructure and developer mitigation fees,
and to be reviewed for consistency with Development Efficiency
Targets. (Blanket interim Mixed Use designations over entire UDB
or HDB not permitted.)
The intent of this provision is to eliminate County approved urban development in the
City UDBs (other than under existing zoning requiring no new parcelization or use
permits). City land use designations and pre-zoning for urban land uses would be
allowed in the UDBs for use only by the cities when they annex these lands.
b. To accomplish this, the County must:
i. revise existing (or proposed in this Draft General Plan Update) policies such
that the County land use designations and zoning in what is now referred to
as the CACUDBs will be agricultural zoning only;
ii. Implement equitable revenue sharing arrangements with the incorporated
cities.
iii. Revise the Land Use Diagram to require at least an 80% (or greater)/20%
city/unincorporated population at buildout of the GPU.
4. Make community and hamlet development boundaries meaningful, long-term planning
boundaries by firmly limiting the circumstances under which they can be expanded.
5. Prohibit Growth Corridors and Planned Communities (New Towns) in the
unincorporated area.

6. Discourage the premature conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses, and offset
unavoidable impacts to agricultural lands and natural resource areas with mandatory
mitigation measures such as conservation and agricultural easements:
a. Include the system of Development Efficiency Targets proposed by the American
Farmland Trust before any community UDB or HDB is revised and before any
individual discretionary land use development project, policy, or program is
approved
b. Revise the agricultural conservation easement policies to require that when
developments are approved that will result in the loss of agricultural land, a fee
24
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I23-77
cont'd

will be assessed to purchase, at a minimum ratio of 1:1, agricultural land
protection easements of equal value elsewhere in the county.
7. Provide strong, clear policies with concrete, enforceable implementation measures that
include definite timeframes, funding sources, and departments in charge of monitoring
and enforcement.
♦ Growth Inducing Effects

Population Growth: Induced or Absorbed? The General Plan Update is predicated upon a substantial
increase in population in Tulare County by 2030. The revised RDEIR must fully disclose and explain the
data, models and assumptions used by the California Department of Finance and the Tulare County
Association of Governments to project growth in Tulare County over the life of the General Plan Update.
Why is the rate of growth projected during the term of the GPU projected at nearly double the rate of
growth that has occurred in recent decades? Given the recent economic downturn, are the 2030 growth
projections used still valid?

I23-78

The revised RDEIR must disclose what portion of the population growth projected in the RDEIR would be I23-79
directly induced by the increased uses and densities proposed in the General Plan Update. A revised
RDEIR must specifically analyze the extent to which the proposed GPU would allow and even encourage
sprawl, and therefore induce population growth in areas where growth is currently constrained (such as in
Planned Community Areas/New Towns, Growth Corridors, resulting from changes to the FGMP, and the
Mixed Uses (and exemptions from the RVLP and FGMP) proposed to be permitted in HDBs and
unincorporated UDBs. Why would the inclusion of a New Town or New Towns not induce growth
beyond the background growth rate expected, given that this is an entirely new land use form for the
county?
Without these analyses, the RDEIR inadequately informs the reader how much the Plan would “foster
economic or population growth… either directly or indirectly…” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d))
and where this growth would be fostered.
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III.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we recommend that the General Plan Update Land Use Diagram be completely revised
I23-80
following the template of our proposed Healthy Growth Alternative to better ensure a compact urban form
in Tulare County that will not only protect agricultural and open space lands to a much greater extent than
proposed in the current draft, but also foster an improved quality of life for all Tulare County residents.
We also recommend that the GPU/RDEIR policies and mitigation measures be revised to more effectively
reduce the numerous impacts we have addressed in this letter. At that time, the RDEIR can be recirculated
for further public review.
Sincerely,
Tulare County Citizens for Responsible Growth

Kelly R. Mitchell
Executive Director

Laurie Oberholtzer
Urban and Environmental Planner
Attachments:
A. TCCRG April 2008 comments on draft General Plan and DEIR
These comments are attached as background material and to
provide additional mitigation measures which should be evaluated in the
RDEIR to ensure that all available feasible mitigation measures are explored.
Where inconsistencies between our 2008 and this 2010 comment letters exist
the 2010 letter should apply.
B. American Farmland Trust 2007 comment letter on the draft General Plan Update.
This letter is provided as background on the significance of farmland loss and the
effectiveness of development efficiency and compact growth in mitigating this impact.
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Ms. Kathleen Seligman
46136 South Fork Drive
Three Rivers, California 93271
27 May 2010

Tulare County Resource Management Agency
Government Plaza
5961 South Mooney Blvd.
Visalia, California 93277
Attention: David Bryant, Project Planner
Re: General Plan 2030 Update and Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Bryant,
Enclosed please find my comments regarding the General Plan Update and
Environmental Impact Report with respect to the Urban and Wildland Fire Hazards
included in the Health and Safety Element.

I25-1

I appreciate that The Re-circulated EIR Draft addresses the significant threat of
wildland fires in this county when it states, “As future development occurs, wildland
fires would continue to pose a significant threat to the people and structures of the
County, in particular those residing in the Foothill Growth Management Plan
and Mountain Framework Plan Areas, which are more susceptible to wildland fires
due to potential fuel loads (grassland and other vegetation).” Much thought and
concern has been devoted to this pressing issue as it relates to fire season and
climate changes as it goes on to say “One of the primary factors contributing to the
effective control of a vegetation fire is the rapid response by local fire units. This is
especially true during fire season, when fire units may be committed to other fires
and are unavailable to respond as quickly. Under future climate change conditions,
more extreme weather conditions may occur that potentially results in greater fire
fuel loads, a longer fire season, and/or a greater area containing vegetation
susceptible to wildland fires. Climate change conditions could expose more people
and structures to wildland fire potential”

I25-2

Within this GPU there is a comprehensive and thorough list of policies and
implementation measures regarding the threat of wildland fires to Tulare County.
And while I could analyze these policies and implementation measures as to their
lack of clarity or the need for stronger language or request that some
implementation measures be strengthen, this has been thoroughly addressed
previously by Laurie Schwaller in her comments regarding the GPU dated December,
2007. Those comments continue to be pertinent because the policies and
implementation measures addressed in that document are the same as in this GPU.

I25-3

I find it more important to address an overall weakness is this document: The
current DEIR fails to analyze how much new development would be allowed by the

I25-4
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GPU at build-out in areas assessed as high or extreme wildfire risk. This must be
disclosed in the revised DEIR to allow a more comprehensive assessment of new fire
risks posed by urban construction in fire-prone areas.

I25-4
cont'd

The DEIR goes on to state that the county will implement a variety of these policies
designed to address fire hazards and minimize exposure of people and structures to
fire hazards and that CEQA documentation will be prepared for future individual
projects as they occur. Based upon this it declares that that the impact of fire
hazards to be less than significant.

I25-5

Please re-evaluate the fire risk that would be caused by the GPU by first analyzing
how much new development would be allowed by the GPU at build-out in areas of
high fire risk and then reanalyze the significance of this impact and whether
mitigation is necessary.
The revised DEIR should compare the relative fire risks and financial burden to the
county of the current, nearly identical alternatives in the DEIR, with the risks and
costs of a healthy growth alternative that directs all future growth within existing
boundaries served by existing fire-fighting districts. The revised DEIR or Final EIR
should analyze the following approaches to lowering risk and costs of wildland fire in
the General Plan Update:
 Mandatory impact fees on new development that reflect the true cost of providing
fire protection and fuel reduction over the long-term
 Infill development within existing development boundaries which keeps fire
emergency response time short and makes fire fuel-reduction programs more
efficient.
 Restriction of new parcels in high hazard fire areas outside of fire district
boundaries.
I thank you for considering these comments.
Most sincerely,

Kathleen Seligman
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CHAPTER 4

Master Responses
Introduction
This section provides several master responses that have been prepared to address several key
issues identified in the various comments received on the RDEIR.
In some cases, multiple comments were received regarding the same planning and/or environmental
issues identified in the Recirculated Draft EIR (“RDEIR”). In order to provide the commenter with a
complete picture regarding his or her concern, the County has prepared a master response to address
same or similar comments received regarding certain subject areas. These master responses have
been developed to provide a broader context to the response than may be possible when making
responses to individual comments. Typically, these master responses provide some background
regarding the issue, identify how the issue was addressed in the RDEIR, and provide additional
explanation to address the concerns raised. In some cases, these responses have also been prepared
to address specific land use or planning concerns (i.e. inclusion of specific policies, etc.) related to
the General Plan 2030 Update (proposed project) but unrelated to the RDEIR or environmental
issues associated with the proposed project.
The following topics are addressed by the Master Responses:


Master Response #1: Policy Comments that do not Raise CEQA Issues



Master Response #2: Previous Comment Letters and the RDEIR



Master Response #3: Enforceable Policy Language



Master Response #4: Level of Detail for the General Plan and Programmatic Nature of
the RDEIR



Master Response #5: Land Use Diagram and Build-out Assumptions



Master Response #6: Water Supply Evaluation Assumptions and Methodology



Master Response #7: Implementation Measures



Master Response #8: Foothill Growth Management Plan



Master Response #9: Range of Alternatives Addressed in the RDEIR



Master Response #10: Climate Action Plan



Master Response #11: Discussion of Yokohl Ranch Project
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Responses to comments (including references to these master responses) to individual comment
letters received on the RDEIR are provided in Chapter 5 “Responses to Comments on the
RDEIR” of this FEIR.

Master Response #1: Policy Comments that do not
Raise CEQA Issues
During the public review period for the RDEIR, several commenters provided a variety of comments
requesting changes to the planning concepts (i.e., policy revisions, etc.) provided in the County’s
General Plan 2030 Update. This master response has been developed to address various comments
related to the general plan concepts and policies that do not raise issues specific to the environmental
analysis provided in the RDEIR or other CEQA issues.
This Final EIR (FEIR) responds to comments received on the RDEIR during the public review
period between March 25, 2010 and May 27, 2010 that address concerns specific to environmental
impacts of the proposed project or to the adequacy or completeness of the environmental analysis.
(Pub. Res. Code Section 21091(d) (2) (B), CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(c), 15204(a) It is
common in comprehensive General Plan updates, given the broad nature and multiple functions
of a General Plan that a number of the comments on the RDEIR do not address environmental
issues or CEQA concerns. The CEQA Guidelines do not require a formal response to such comments,
even though they may well address legitimate concerns of public policy (e.g., economic, fiscal, or
social issues). Some comments just question why certain changes are made. Additionally, some
comments merely express approval or disapproval of the proposed project or particular policies.
Some comments criticize the proposed project from a policy standpoint, or characterize it in negative
terms, but do not argue that the RDEIR is in any way deficient. Still other comments offer suggested
changes to proposed new and old policy language. All such comments are part of the administrative
record for the General Plan 2030 Update process, and all will be forwarded to County decisionmakers for their careful consideration. In addition to weighing the various benefits and detriments
associated with the proposed project and the other alternatives, the County decision-makers will
balance economic, social, fiscal, and other policy concerns against the environmental impacts of
the various options.

Master Response #2: Previous Comment Letters and
the RDEIR
Several commenters attached letters they or others had previously submitted, in 2008, commenting
on the originally published Draft EIR (DEIR). The majority of these comment letters also included
new, 2010 letters of equivalent level of detail. This master response has been developed to address
the individual comments referring to previously submitted 2008 comment letters. As discussed
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(1) below, the County does not have the duty to decipher
what comments the public or agencies believe to still be applicable or inapplicable from their 2008
comment letters, which is why they have been given the opportunity to draft new comment letters.
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In January 2008, the County published the Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), i.e. the original DEIR. The original DEIR assessed the
environmental implications of implementing the proposed project. The original DEIR was
circulated for public review and comment for an extended period of over 90 days (January 14, 2008
through April 15, 2008) to allow for maximum public involvement and input. A copy of the Notice
of Completion (including extensions, published January 14, 2008), requesting public comment
was attached to the RDEIR as part of Appendix A.
As noted in the RDEIR there have been substantial revisions to the proposed General Plan 2030
Update released in 2010, as well as the RDEIR, which was recirculated in its entirety. These revisions
are described in the RDEIR starting on pages ES-6 and 1-3. In drafting these revisions the County
carefully considered each of the comment letters received on the previous DEIR in 2008.
As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(1), “When an EIR is substantially revised
and the entire document is recirculated, the lead agency may require reviewers to submit new comments
and, in such cases, need not respond to those comments received during the earlier circulation period.
The lead agency shall advise reviewers, either in the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the
revised EIR, that although part of the administrative record, the previously comments do not require a
written response in the final EIR, and that new comments must be submitted for the revised EIR. The
lead agency need only respond to those comments submitted in response to the recirculated revised
EIR.” Consistent with the requirements of this section, the County notified reviewers that responses
would not be prepared for comments on the 2008 DEIR (see page ES-8 of the RDEIR, in addition to
the Notice of Availability of the RDEIR).
This approach is also consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), which states that in drafting
comment letters the public should “focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and the way in which the significant effects of the
project might be avoided or mitigated” (Emphasis added). Furthermore, as discussed in CEQA case
law, the lead agency does not have a duty to respond to “non-project-specific secondary materials
submitted in support of the comments.” (Environmental Protection & Information Center v.
California Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 484) As also noted in recent
CEQA case law, comments/issues “must be ‘fairly presented’ to the agency…Evidence must be
presented in a manner that gives the agency the opportunity to respond with countervailing
evidence…The City cannot be expected to pore through thousands of documents to find something
that arguably supports CREED’s belief the project should not go forward.” (Citizens for Responsible
Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego (4th App. Dist, June 10, 2011, Case No.
D057524) 196 Cal. 4th 515. (See also Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach (CA
Supreme Court, July 14, 2011) 51 Cal.4th 310, 322 [Comments should not rely upon non-projectspecific “generic studies.”]
In the current instance, both the proposed project and the RDEIR have been substantially revised in
comparison to the 2008 documents. Because of these substantial revisions, previous comments are
generally no longer be applicable to the currently proposed 2010 draft of the General Plan (project),
which is why additional opportunities to comment on the revised General Plan 2030 Update and the
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RDEIR have been provided. As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(1) above, the
County does not have the duty to decipher what comments the public or agencies believe to still be
applicable or inapplicable from their 2008 comment letters, which is why an opportunity to draft new
comment letters has been provided.
For example, several 2008 comments letters requested that additional information from the Background
Report be provided in the environmental setting text of the RDEIR. These revisions were made in the
2010 RDEIR, which makes such comments inapplicable. During the public review period for the
original DEIR, the County accepted approximately 90 written communications (over 770 pages of
written communication with more than 800 pages of attachments) from agencies, organizations and
individuals with comments on the then-proposed project and original DEIR. The County and its
consultants reviewed these comments to determine whether any additional environmental analysis
would be required to respond to issues raised in the comments. Based on that review, the County
determined that several subjects warranted additional information, analysis or clarification and,
consequently, a revised DEIR (this RDEIR) was prepared for recirculation. The County also
considered the various comments on the initial General Plan 2030 Update document and prepared
an updated plan for analysis in the RDEIR as well.
A summary of key revisions is provided below:


Updated Land Use/Circulation Diagram: The County has included a more detailed land
use/circulation diagram showing the location of all future growth areas proposed as part
of the General Plan Update. Refer to Figure 1-2 and 1-3 in Chapter 1 of this FEIR. This
diagram is derived from the Tulare County Planning Areas (Figure 4-1) in the Goals and
Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan Update). This figure also identifies the Urban
Development Boundaries within which future urban growth is expected to occur under the
General Plan 2030 Update.



Initiate Climate Action Strategy: In light of the recent legislative actions (AB 32 and
SB 375) specific to sustainability and climate change, the County has initiated a Climate
Action Strategy specific to its unique rural nature. As an initial step, the County has
prepared a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventory for the Planning Area. Information from the
inventory as well as applicable regulatory information is incorporated into the Air Quality
section (Section 3.3) and the Energy and Global Climate Change section (Section 3.4)
of the RDEIR and draft Climate Action Plan has been prepared. Consequently, the analysis
of air quality impacts now includes a more robust discussion of the proposed project’s
impacts associated with climate change. Additionally, the RDEIR now recommends
including a number of additional policies (in the areas of sustainability, energy conservation,
and climate change) that will assist the County in meeting the GHG emissions reduction
goals set by the State.



Updated Stationary Air Emission Analysis: The RDEIR includes a more thorough list
of estimates for stationary sources of air pollution (see Section 3.3, “Air Quality” and
Section 3.4, “Energy and Global Climate Change”), including industrial emissions, residential
emissions, agricultural emissions, landfills, power plants, and oil and gas production.
Many of these sources were developed as part of the Greenhouse Gas Inventory report
and subsequently incorporated into the RDEIR (see appendix E).



Updated Water Supply Analysis: The RDEIR incorporates the results of a water supply
evaluation prepared by Tully and Young for the proposed project prepared June 2009
(see appendix E). Using the most current (or readily available) data from the Department
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of Water Resources and other sources, the water supply evaluation provides a representation
of ‘existing’ supply and demand conditions and projects ‘future’ conditions contemplated
by the proposed project. Section 3.6 “Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage” and 3.9
“Public Services, Recreation Resources, and Utilities” of this RDEIR have been prepared
with information from the water supply evaluation, which is included as Appendix G to
the RDEIR. These updated sections (and the water supply evaluation) are intended to
supplement the original water supply information provided in the General Plan Background
Report.


Updated General Plan Background Report (“2010 Background Report”): To the extent
feasible, the County has updated baseline data in the 2010 Background Report for topics
for which more recent data was available. While not all topics of the original Background
Report were updated, data to help determine the baseline condition for environmental
resource topics addressed in the RDEIR was the focus of the update. These topics include
Demographics, Land Use, Agriculture, Recreation, and Open Space, Biological Resources,
Air Quality, Safety (including Geologic and Seismic Hazards, Flood Hazards, Fire Hazards,
Human-Made Hazards, and Climate Change), Biological Resources, Archaeological Resources,
and Historical Resources, Natural Resources (including Mineral Resources, Oil and Gas
Resources, and Timber Resources), and Scenic Landscapes. This information was also used
to update the environmental setting sections of each resource topic addressed in the RDEIR
(see Sections 3.1 through 3.12 of the RDEIR). The 2010 Background Report is a supporting
document to the RDEIR that provides both historic and baseline information that is
incorporated by reference to this RDEIR. This report is also included as Appendix B to
this RDEIR.



Enforceability of Goals and Policies: In light of the various comments received on the
previously proposed 2008 draft of the General Plan and DEIR the County has made several
revisions to the Goals and Policies Report in the 2010 draft of the General Plan. These
changes, including several important changes to policies, provide for greater clarity. The
updated Goals & Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan Update) refines the “project”
that is evaluated in this RDEIR. Table 4-1 (below) provides a numerical summary of the
various policy and implementation measures changes resulting from comments received
during the initial public review of the proposed project.
TABLE 4-1
NUMERICAL SUMMARY OF KEY POLICY REVISIONS TO GOALS & POLICIES REPORT



New Policies and Measures
(to 2008 draft version)

Modifications to Existing (2008 draft
version) Policies and Measures

Policies

24 new policies

75 with minor revisions. 125 with new or
revised text.

Implementation Measures

13 new measures

28 with minor revisions. 69 with new or
revised text.

Organization of the Goals and Policies Report: Part I and II of the Goals and Policies
Report were reformatted to facilitate review of the General Plan. Additionally, Chapter 1
“Introduction” of the Goals and Policies Report was expanded to describe the organization
of the document and the General Plan’s relationship to other key planning documents in
the County including existing community plans, mountain service center plans, hamlet
development plans, and corridor plans. To facilitate review of the document, the section
also summarizes updated or deleted sections and elements that occurred as part of the
General Plan 2030 Update.
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Organization of the EIR: The County has simplified the organization of the RDEIR to
more closely resemble the CEQA Checklist found in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.
While the original DEIR incorporated the Background Report information and data by
reference, this RDEIR includes relevant information from the 2010 Background Report
directly in the “Environmental Setting” and “Regulatory Setting” sections of each EIR
resource section. Much of this information has been updated, as described previously.

In addition, the Planning Framework Element, Part 1 Chapter 2, was revised to include a set of
updated or new policies (including PF-4.17, PF-4.18, PF-4.19, etc.) designed to help define future
city growth areas and the important relationship between unincorporated areas and cities within the
County. The later relationship is of primary importance as a majority of the County’s future
growth is anticipated to occur within the unincorporated areas near cities.
To focus this growth, the Planning Framework Element includes a set of policies designed to
address this issue. These policies are summarized below in Table 4-2 with further detail provided in
the Goals and Policies Report. Key to these policies includes cooperation between the County and
the cities in County Adopted City UAB and UDBs (CACUAB and CACUDB) for each city. A variety
of measures are identified in the policies to help determine what development would be appropriate
within these areas. For example, Policy PF-4.20 “Application of the Rural Valley Lands Plan
checklist” calls for the County to work with individual cities using the Rural Valley Lands Plan
or a similar checklist to evaluate applications for special use permits, variances, or land divisions
within CACUDBs, and to provide that the County will consider impacts on regional issues (i.e.,
transportation infrastructure, availability of water, etc.) when reviewing such entitlement applications.
This summary in Table 4-2 represents some of the modifications included as part of the General
Plan 2030 Update.
TABLE 4-2
SUMMARY OF POLICIES (SECTION 2.4 – CITIES) FROM PLANNING FRAMEWORK ELEMENT*
PF-4.1

CACUABs for Cities

PF-4.15

Urban Improvement Areas for Cities

PF-4.2

CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning Area

PF-4.16

Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties

PF-4.3
PF-4.4
PF-4.5
PF-4.6

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs
Planning in CACUDBs
Spheres of Influence
Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries

PF-4.17
PF-4.18
PF-4.19
PF-4.20

PF-4.7

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

PF-4.21

PF-4.8
PF-4.9
PF-4.10
PF-4.11
PF-4.12
PF-4.13

General Plan Designations Within City UDBs
Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs
City Design Standards
Transition to Agricultural Use
Compatible Project Design
Coordination with Cities on Development
Proposals
Revenue Sharing

PF-4.22
PF-4.23
PF-4.24
PF-4.25
PF-4.26
PF-4.27

Cooperation with Individual Cities
Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUDB
Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB
Application of a Checklist to control
Development in a CACUDB
Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control
Development in a CACUAB
Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB
Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB
Annexations to a City within the CACUDB
Sphere of Influence Criteria
City 50 Year Growth Boundaries
Impacts of Development within the County on
City Facilities

PF-4.14

Notes: (*) Policies PF-4.17 through PF-4.27 are new policies included in the current version of the Goals and Policies Report designed
to highlight the County’s desire to coordinate land use decisions with other jurisdictions.
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As previously described, the County reviewed and considered all comments received on the 2008
Draft EIR, made changes to address these comments which are now incorporated and presented
in the General Plan 2030 Update. Additionally, because the revisions affected substantial portions
of the proposed project, the County has opted to republish and recirculate the entire document,
rather than selected sections of the Draft EIR. Consequently, as discussed above , previous
comments received on the January 2008 draft EIR and addressed by the analysis provided in the
RDEIR do not require a written response in the Final EIR, and the County, as provided in CEQA
Guidelines, section 15088.5(f)(1), will not respond to individual comments received on the
January 2008 Draft EIR.

Master Response #3: Implementation and Enforcement
of General Plan Policy Language
How the General Plan will be Implemented
Several commenters have suggested the General Plan policies will not be implemented or have
questioned who will implement these changes.
In compliance with State law, the General Plan consists of a statement of development policies
and includes diagrams and text setting forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals
(see Gov. Code §65302). These policies and objectives are then implemented by the County and
its Staff through various other actions, such as the adoption of new zoning ordinances, area and
sub area plans, community plans, hamlet plans and Mountain Service Center (“MSC”) plans,
which are more detailed and specific (see Gov. Code §§ 65359, 65400, 65455, and 65860). Some
of these actions, such as the adoption or revisions to County Ordinances, are outlined in the
“Implementation” Sections of the proposed General Plan (see also Master Response #8).
However this is not an exclusive list of implementation measures. While the County has listed
numerous implementation measures in the General Plan, and noted in the RDEIR, it is simply not
feasible to list every potential implementation measure which will be adopted over the 20 year
horizon of the General Plan, nor to provide the text of every potential ordinance that will be
adopted as a result of General Plan implementation. In other instances, such as the adoption of
Community Plans, subdivisions, special use permits the projects are reviewed by the Board of
Supervisors, Planning Commission, and various other County agencies and staff, for consistency
with the General Plan.

Policy Language Enforceability
Several commenters have expressed skepticism that certain words used in policies would result in
enforceable policies. Words such as “encourage”, “may”, “support”, and the use of should versus
shall, were specifically mentioned.
Several commenters questioned the use of the term “should” instead of “shall” in specific policies
throughout the General Plan. At least one commenter states that the use of the term “shall” is
necessary to “…make a policy effective and enforceable.” This is not the case.
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Bryan A. Garner’s “A Dictionary of Modern Legal Usage”, New York: Oxford University Press,
1995, pp. 939-942, discusses the use of the terms “shall” and “should” under the entry “Words of
Authority” (Garner is a well-known legal linguist and is Editor-in-Chief of “Blacks’s Law Dictionary.”)
He delineates an “American Rule” whereby the use of “shall” is restricted exclusively to the meaning
“has a duty to” while “should” denotes a directory provision. A "directory provision" (as opposed to
a "peremptory provision" or a "mandatory provision") requires substantial compliance only; not
exact compliance. The emphasis is on substantial compliance in line with the spirit and purpose of
the legislation, rather than formal compliance with the letter of the law. Typical planning practice
suggests that the use of the term “shall” in constructing policies is preferred for site specific projects;
but is not necessarily required in broad legislative policy. “Shall” is considered a mandatory directive
that leaves no uncertainty or flexibility. “Should”, as used in General Plan policy development, is
a less rigid directive to be honored in the absence of compelling or contravening considerations.
Policy makers will typically use or employ the term “shall” to communicate a mandatory requirement
and “should” to communicate a clear commitment that permits flexibility if circumstances so
dictate. Policies containing the term “should” remain effective and enforceable. They are clear
expressions of the policy makers’ (i.e. Board of Supervisors) intent to rely on the subject policy to
guide relevant decisions, and so must be recognized and analyzed in such decisions.
As discussed in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) General Plan Guidelines,
“given the long-term nature of a general plan, its diagrams and text should be general enough to
allow a degree of flexibility in decision-making as times change” (Office of Planning and Research
2003 General Plan Guidelines, page 14). This statement recognizes the value in maintaining
flexibility to address unforeseen or evolving circumstances. While some of the policies may have
flexibility, CEQA does not require the County to assume a worst case scenario (i.e. that they will
not be implemented); (Towards Responsibility in Planning v. City Council (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d
671; Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437; CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15064 and 15358; see similar NEPA requirements Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens
Council (1989) 490 U.S. 332).
Similarly, flexibility is needed to address the peculiarities of specific parcels and specific projects
as they are proposed. The County will need to balance numerous planning, environmental, and
policy considerations in the General Plan based upon the specific parcels of land and projects.
Mandatory language or outright bans on development in certain areas suggested in some comment
letters while beneficial for one resource area, could potentially have unintended consequences for
other resources areas. While the County has addressed these impacts to the greatest extent feasible
in the RDEIR, there could be unknown circumstances and parcels of property with peculiar features
which warrant some flexibility. For example, an outright ban on development on an unknown
parcel in a flood zone could force development into other areas with greater geologic, fire, or
other hazards. For example, some commenters requested a ban on all development in flood zones
(Comment I11-124), others request limiting development based upon fire considerations (Comment
I25-5), and others requested a ban on development for areas that could affect cultural resources
(Comment I22-12). Flexibility is needed to allow decision makers to balance all of these concerns
once specific projects on specific parcels are proposed.
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Adequacy of Self Mitigating Goals and Policies
Some commenters have suggested that the individual policies in the RDEIR designed to avoid
impacts (i.e. self mitigating) improperly defer mitigation of some impacts and suggest that these
mitigation measures and policies should be more specific. Commenters also contend that some
policies and mitigation measures are infeasible, unenforceable, unlikely to be carried out, or
unlikely to be successful.
The proposed 2010 General Plan is a policy document to provide a long term, comprehensive
plan for the physical development of the County. It generally describes the type, intensity, and
location of development that may occur within the County, and provides policies that will guide
the design and provide basic standards for that development. The General Plan itself is not
intended to provide the level of detail that is found in an ordinance or special use permit
condition.
Several commenters questioned the enforceability of individual policies. General Plan policies
should not be reviewed in a vacuum. All of the goals and policies have been proposed as part of a
comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General Plan); (for example see Table on RDEIR page 3.6-39).
These policies will be interpreted in relationship to the other goals, policies, and implementation
measures contained in the General Plan. Additionally, development (i.e. build out) under the
proposed project will also have to comply with existing Federal, State and local regulations which
are also outlined in the individual resource chapters (for example, see RDEIR pages 3.6-5 through
3.6-14). CEQA case law also supports the use of compliance with regulatory requirements to help
reduce or avoid impacts (see City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2009) 176
Cal.App.4th 889, 913, 914 [discussing compliance with Safe School Plan requirements under
Education Code Sections 32282 et seq. to help avoid hazardous material impacts]; Sundstrom v.
County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308 [“compliance [with environmental
regulations] would indeed avoid significant environmental effects”]; see also CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15002(h)(3), 15064(h)(3), and 15130(c.)).
As described above, the General Plan’s goals and policies will be implemented and realized through
County ordinances and future County decisions on specific development projects. As discussed in
the OPR Guidelines, the General Plan should “be general enough to allow a degree of flexibility
in decision-making as times change.”

Adequacy of Mitigation Measures
Some commenters have suggested that the mitigation measures in the RDEIR designed to avoid
impacts improperly defer mitigation of some impacts and suggest that these mitigation measures
and policies should be more specific. Commenters also contend that some policies and mitigation
measures are infeasible, unenforceable, unlikely to be carried out, or unlikely to be successful.
These mitigation measures will become part of the proposed project and should also be read in
conjunction with the goals, policies, and implementation measures that are part of the proposed
General Plan. Mitigation Measures are components of the RDEIR and are subject to the same
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requirements regarding their level of detail required for a programmatic document (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4; see also CEQA Guidelines Sections 15143, 15146, 15151, 15204). A
program EIR is not expected to analyze site-specific impacts nor provide the level of detail found
in a site specific project EIR. The General Plan consists of goals and policies that will guide
future development decisions. It does not include site-specific development proposals. General
Plan policies and mitigation measures should be consistent with the geographic scope of the
project (a diverse geographic area encompassing approximately 4,840 square miles of valley,
foothill, and mountain geographic areas), population size and density, fiscal and administrative
capabilities, and economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (Government
Code Sections 65300.9 and 65301(c); CEQA Guidelines Sections 15143, 15146, 15151, and
15204). It is important for General Plan policies and mitigation measures, which cover such a
large and diverse area, to be flexible enough to accommodate the individual environmental and
planning needs of each area of the County. Accordingly, this EIR proposes goals, policies, and
mitigation measures at a programmatic level. An attempt to examine impacts on a site-specific
basis and to provide mitigation measures for those project level impacts would be speculative
given the lack of information about future site-specific development.
While the County strives to provide as much detail as possible in the mitigation measures and
policies, some flexibility must be maintained to provide a General Plan capable of covering the
County’s 4,840 square miles. Additionally, as discussed by the Court of Appeal, “a first-tier EIR
may contain generalized mitigation criteria and policy-level alternatives” (Koster v. County of
San Joaquin (1996) 47 Cal.App.4th 29). CEQA case law has also held that deferral of the
specifics of mitigation is permissible where the lead agency commits itself to mitigation and, in
the mitigation measure, either describes performance standards to be met in future mitigation or
provides a menu of alternative mitigation measures to be selected from in the future (California
Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603 [the details of
exactly how the required mitigation and its performance standards will be achieved can be
deferred pending completion of a future study]; Endangered Habitats League Inc. v. County of
Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 793 [deferred mitigation acceptable when performance
standards are included]; see also, Riverwatch v. County of San Diego (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th
1428, 1448-1450 [a deferred approach may be appropriate where it is not reasonably practical or
feasible to provide a more complete analysis before approval and the EIR otherwise provides
adequate information of the project’s impacts]; Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council of
Sacramento, supra, 229 Cal.App.3d at p. 1028-1029 [deferral of agency’s selection among
several alternatives based on performance criteria was appropriate]). Furthermore, the
Government Code and other statutory and regulatory requirements provide mechanisms to
implement the goals and policies of the General Plan and to ensure future projects will be
consistent with the General Plan (see Government Code Sections 65359, 65400, 65455, and
65860). This includes the annual report required by Government Code Section 65400. Under
CEQA, this reporting requirement is considered appropriate to implement the General Plan (see
CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(b)).
Mitigation Measures are components of the RDEIR and are subject to the same requirements
regarding their level of detail described in Master Response #4. (See CEQA Guidelines CEQA
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Guidelines Sections 15126.4(a) (2), 15143, 15146, 15151, 15204) A program EIR is not expected
to analyze site-specific impacts. The 2010 General Plan consists of goals and policies that will
guide future development decisions. It does not include site-specific development proposals.

Master Response #4: Level of Detail for the General
Plan and the Programmatic Nature of the RDEIR
Several commenters questioned whether the General Plan and/or EIR contained sufficient information
and detail to satisfy the requirements of State Planning law and CEQA. This master response
has been developed to address these comments.
The proposed project before the County is the adoption of the General Plan 2030 Update. This
general plan update revises multiple elements of the County’s existing general plan1, a planning
document that is necessarily general or broad in nature. The function of a General Plan is not to
prescribe all of the land use and environmental standards in the county, but to set general policies
and provide direction for implementing those policies through more specific land use regulation
such as zoning ordinances (see, e.g., Tulare County Ordinance Code 352 as amended).The
standards for adequacy of a General Plan are established by State law, commencing with Section
65300 of the Government Code. Further elaboration is provided in the advisory State General
Plan Guidelines. In general, local governments are given great latitude in the development and
adoption of a General Plan as long as the statutory requirements of State law are satisfied.
Among the most important of those requirements is that the elements of the General Plan be integrated
and internally consistent. The County’s General Plan 2030 Update clearly meets these requirements
as described in Chapter 1 “Introduction” of Part 1 (see General Plan 2030 Update, Goals and
Policies Report, pp. 1-1 through 1-15.). Standards for adequacy of an EIR are discussed in the
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15151) and further elaborated upon regularly via the courts in
published case law. Section 15151 states in full:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of
what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but
the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts
have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full
disclosure.
Section 65301(c) of the Government Code addresses the appropriate “level of detail” for General
Plans and Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines discusses the appropriate “level of detail” for
preparation of the EIR.

1 Some previously adopted elements, e.g., the Animal Confinement Facilities Plan, Flood Control Master Plan, and

previously adopted sub-area Plans, County-adopted City General Plans and Community Plans are not revised in this
update.
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Government Code Section 65301(c) establishes that, as long as the content and scope of the
General Plan meets the minimum requirements of State law, the degree of specificity and level of
detail must reflect local conditions and circumstances. A General Plan is by definition intended to
be broad, or “general,” in scope. Relegation of more specific regulatory details and requirements
to implementing plans, regulations, and ordinances is common practice. As discussed in the
Government Code, the Legislature recognized that the level of detail in the General Plan will
vary. “The Legislature recognizes that the capacity of the California cities and counties to
respond to state planning laws varies due to the legal differences between cities and counties,
both charter and general law, and to differences among them in physical size and characteristics,
population size and density, fiscal and administrative capabilities, land use and development
issues, and human needs…recognizing that each city and county is required to establish its own
appropriate balance in the context of the local situation when allocating resources to meet these
purposes (see Gov. Code § 65300.9; see also Gov. Code § 65301(c)). As further discussed in the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) General Plan Guidelines; “given the longterm nature of a general plan, its diagrams and text should be general enough to allow a degree of
flexibility in decision-making as times change” (Office of Planning and Research, 2003 General
Plan Guidelines, page 14).
Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines states in full:
The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.
(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or
comprehensive Zoning Ordinance because the effects of the construction can be
predicted with greater accuracy.
(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive
Zoning Ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects
that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need
not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.
The County provides as much quantitative detail as possible in preparation of this programmatic
RDEIR for the General Plan 2030 Update. For example, while the availability of county-wide
agricultural resources data allows a quantitative assessment of important farmland impacts (see
Section 3.10 of the RDEIR), not all impacts can be analyzed quantitatively (see Section 3.1 “Land
Use and Aesthetics”). Qualitative analysis is consistent with CEQA; as discussed in CEQA
Guidelines Section15064.7:
“Each public agency is encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of significance that the
agency uses in the determination of the significance of the environmental effects. A threshold of
significance is a quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental
effect, non-compliance with which means the effects will normally be determined to be significant
by the agency and compliance with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less
than significant.”
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The General Plan 2030 Update and the RDEIR address plans and policies covering over
3,000,000 acres in Tulare County (approximately 4,840 square miles). How and where (within
individual parcels) development will proceed is generally unknown and cannot be practically and
feasibly addressed or analysis in detail at this level of planning. Within the context of Section 15146
of the CEQA Guidelines, analysis of development of specific individual parcels is neither feasible nor
required. Thus, development in the county is considered more generally (e.g., a specific number of
homes will be developed in a certain market area producing a calculated number of vehicle trips,
air emissions, etc.). This conforms to the guidance provided by CEQA.
Throughout the RDEIR, mitigation measures have been clearly identified and presented in language
that will facilitate the establishment of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP)
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. Any mitigation measures adopted by the County
may take the form of policies and implementation measures integrated into the General Plan itself.
This approach is encouraged by the same statute (Section 21081.6 (b)), which, in subdivision (b),
states that “conditions of project approval may be set forth in referenced documents which address
required mitigation measures or, in the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other
public project, by incorporating the mitigation measures into the plan, policy, regulation, or project
design.” Case law also gives the County the option of integrating its mitigation monitoring and
reporting plan directly into the General Plan (see Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of
Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 380-381). As described above, Government Code Section
65400 contains provisions to implement the General Plan along with other statutory requirements.
Additionally, future development contemplated by the General Plan 2030 Update will be required
to comply with State and Federal permitting regulations concerning biological and other resources, as
well as existing County regulations. The County and future project applicants will utilize appropriate
State and Federal permitting regulations in developing specific mitigation measures for future
projects. As individual projects or specific plans are considered, more detailed information will be
generated regarding size and placement of buffers and the particular measures needed. Given the
variety of field conditions within each of the future development areas (UDB, HDB, and MSC
within 3 diverse geographical areas), pre-determining the most effective measures for any given
setting would be speculative and not based upon any of the detailed information that will be acquired
in the future concerning site specific resources and the design objectives of a site specific project.
The General Plan 2030 Update provides Consistency Standards and Environmental Mitigation
policies for detailed subsequent development environmental impact review which is defined in
Part I, Chapter 1, Section 1.5 of the Goals and Policies Report.

Master Response #5: Land Use Diagram, Land Use
Designations, and Build-out Assumptions
Several commenters expressed confusion as to why the included General Plan 2030 Update’s
land use diagram and land use designations are not as specific as those typically found in City, or
individual specific plan land use diagrams and designations. In addition, several commenters
asked that the County identify all land use designation changes proposed by the general plan
update. Commenters asked for more detail regarding the location and intensity of future
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development that would occur under the proposed project. Finally, several commenters criticized
the environmental review of this project because it does not provide detailed parcel level
description and evaluation typical of a city’s review of general plan and zoning amendments. This
master response has been developed to address comments specific to these issues.

Land Use Diagrams and Land Use Designations
In undertaking the General Plan 2030 Update and preparing the Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report (RDEIR), the County of Tulare is not writing on a “blank slate.” The General Plan
2030 Update amends the existing County General Plan by modernizing, updating, and adding to
existing policies that have been developed over time since the first County general plan was
adopted in 1964.
The general plan update planning area covers all of the unincorporated territory in the County
which includes three diverse geographical areas. Continuing the County’s traditional approach,
the General Plan 2030 Update applies an “umbrella” of general planning policies over an
established planning system which includes three “area plans” (each providing more detail for
one of the three major geographic areas of the County), several detailed County Adopted City
General Plans, several Sub-Area plans, detailed community plans, and a corridor framework plan.
Each area plan is designed to address the typical issues found in one of the three geographic regions
in the County (valley, foothill and mountain). The County Adopted City General Plans, adopted
Community Plans, Hamlets, Corridor, Sub-Area plans, and Mountain Service Center plans (MSC)
apply to smaller areas within the area plans and address more localized planning concerns. A County
Adopted City General Plan applies to the unincorporated planning areas immediately adjacent to
a city’s boundary and is consistent with the plan character developed by the particular city in question.
Each Community, Hamlet, and MSC plan has been developed based upon the specific character
and needs of the unincorporated urban service center to which it applies. These unincorporated
settlements are scattered throughout the agricultural and open space areas within each specific
geographic area and thus have diverse issues, needs and opportunities.
One way to look at this planning system would be a three tier system based on specificity: Tier
one would be the General Plan 2030 Update “umbrella” of general policies applicable throughout
the county, the second tier would be the area plan policies applied in particular geographical regions.
The third tier would be policies tailored to sub-areas, communities, hamlets and to the planning
areas surrounding the cities, all carved out of the area plan territories and adopted by the County.
These third tier areas take the form of community plans, County Adopted City General Plans,
Hamlets, Corridors, and Sub-Area plans. The structure of the General Plan 2030 Update is discussed
in more detail in the Goals and Policies Report, Part I. (See Goals and Policies Report, Part I,
Introduction, pp. 1-2 through 1-6.)
Underlying and implementing these plans and regulating the agricultural and open space areas,
are 32 types of zoning districts that cover all unincorporated areas. The County’s zoning ordinance
was first adopted in 1947 and, as appropriate for zoning regulation, provides a more detailed use
of particular parcels consistent with the overlying land use designation.
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In Contrast to the Cities
There are significant differences and challenges in planning between the County and the cities.
The County and the cities are each entitled to determine their own approach to these challenges
and these approaches do not have to be similar. Tulare County has unique planning challenges to
address related to its vast areal extent, diverse topography and habitat types, and, as described
above, has chosen to address them by using different types of plans and levels of detail in its
planning structure. The analysis and review undertaken by the County of its current project is
appropriate, as described in Master Response #4.
First and foremost of the significant differences between the County and cities is the size and
diversity of the planning area. To put this diversity into perspective, please note that County of
Tulare covers approximately 4,840 square miles. Of this, approximately 2,520 square miles are
state or federal lands and outside the County’s planning jurisdiction. Also, the eight incorporated
cities within the County cover approximately 130 square miles. This leaves the County with
approximately 2,190 of remainder square miles within its jurisdiction. Most of the areas under the
County’s planning jurisdiction are agricultural or open space areas except for the historical urban
service centers (communities, hamlets, and mountain service centers) which total only approximately
170 square miles out of the County’s approximate 2,190 remainder square mile planning area.
Furthermore, the cities within Tulare County are generally located on the valley floor except for
the Cities of Exeter, Lindsay, Porterville and Woodlake, which border on the foothills. The County,
on the other hand, has three widely diverse geographical areas within its planning area, each with
its own unique planning challenges: valley floor, foothills, and mountains areas.
The same areal extent and geographic diversity is not found in any of the individual cities in Tulare
County, and consequently the County’s layered or tiered approach, which works well for Tulare
County, would not be needed in an individual city. The areal extent and diversity are the main
reasons why the County’s land use diagram and land use designations included in the General
Plan 2030 Update are not as specific as those typically found in City or individual specific plan
land use diagrams and designations.

Planning Strategy and Development Constraints
The County planning strategy to address the California Department of Finance and Tulare County
Association of Governments projected population growth for the 20 year planning horizon of the
proposed General Plan 2030 Update is straightforward: to focus growth into urban centers, provide
services, and economic opportunities to these centers, and to protect agriculture and the County’s
unique rural character. The proposed General Plan 2030 Update directs development and proposed
growth into specified “urban areas”: community urban development boundaries (UDB), hamlet
development boundaries (HDB) and mountain service centers (MSC). In order to develop within
the County’s land use jurisdiction on the valley floor (where most of the prime agricultural land is
located) outside of community UDB’s and HDB’s, proposed development must meet the requirements
of the Rural Valley Lands Plan to be rezoned to a nonagricultural zoning or qualify for certain
permits. To locate in the community UDB’s and HDB’s, development is not required to meet the
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restrictive RVLP requirements. This approach also uses economic or fiscal factors (see Policy PF1.4) to focus growth where there is the possibility of using the economy of scale to provide
services to populations gathered in these compact areas.
However, development in these urban areas may be limited by the availability of urban type services.
As shown by the background report and the environmental settings described in the RDEIR, a
majority of urban service centers have limited existing capacity to serve new growth or development.
Consequently, proposed General Plan 2030 Update policy (PF-1.4) requires that such new development
“pay its own way” and provide sufficient resources to serve the proposed development. This policy
seeks to require that new development not increase existing deficiencies. New development within
these urban areas may also be limited by other constraints such as the existing ordinances,
topographical restrictions (such as slope and other terrain limitations) and many others.
The General Plan 2030 Update would focus urban development into specific and limited areas of
the County (consistent with General Plan Policy PF-1.2). As shown in Figure 4-1 “Land Use Diagram”,
(General Plan 2030 Update, Part I, p. 4-5) vast regions of the County remain as agriculture and/or
resource conservation areas (approximately 85% of the overall County acreage). The remaining
areas that are the main focus of urban type growth are: UDB’s, Hamlet Boundaries, Mountain
Service Centers, Foothill Development Corridors, Planned Community Areas (none yet established),
Regional (none yet established) urban and scenic corridors, and a few other existing Sub-Area
plan areas such as the Kings River Plan, Sequoia Field Land Use and Public Buildings
Element/Juvenile Detention Facility element, Great Western Divide North-Half, and Kennedy
Meadows Mountain Sub-area Plans. Most of the planning boundaries in the proposed general
plan currently exist within the County. These boundaries concentrate urban growth within
specified areas of the county thereby limiting sprawl and preserving the vast majority of the County’s
open space resources. These boundaries were previously adopted through Community Plans,
Area Plans or other type of General Plan amendments over the years. Land use designations and
zoning designations or districts were usually applied within these plan areas at or soon after the
adoption of the plan. The Urban Development Boundaries, Urban Area Boundaries, Foothill
Development Corridors boundaries, Sub-Area Plan boundaries, RVLP boundaries and FGMP
boundaries were previously adopted by the County and, except as discussed below under Area
Descriptions, are not being amended in the proposed General Plan 2030 Update.
The General Plan 2030 Update already contains numerous policies designed to cluster development
and provide for infill including proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-1.2. PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6 , LU-1.1,
LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure #3 and #7 and #8 and #9, Policy AQ-3.2, Air
Quality Implementation Measure #11, Policy PFS-1.15, and PFS Implementation Measure #4
(including density bonuses and financial assistance).
The General Plan 2030 Update also contains a number of policies to limit and focus development,
with several examples provided in the summary table provided on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
Specifically, Policy PF-1.2 provides that “The County shall ensure that urban development only
takes place in the following areas: (1) within incorporated cities and County adopted City UDB’s;
(2) Within the UDBs of adjacent cities in other counties, unincorporated communities, planned
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areas, and HDB’s of hamlets; (3) Within foothill development corridors as determined by procedures
set forth in Foothill Growth Management Plan; (4) Within areas set aside for urban use in the
Mountain Framework Plan and the mountain sub-area plans; and (5) Within other areas suited for
non-agricultural development, as determined by the procedures set forth in the Rural Valley Lands
Plan [Urban Boundaries Element, as amended].” (Emphasis Added.)

Land Use Diagrams
As described above, the County must address a large amount of territory in three different geographical
regions, and address exiting urban service centers. As described above, the County must address a
large amount of territory in three different geographical regions, and address existing urban service
centers. Consequently, the Tulare County Land Use Diagram consists of several diagrams. The
diagram that is broadest in scope is the Countywide Land Use Diagram, which depicts land use
designations for resource lands primarily on the San Joaquin Valley floor, in the foothills and in
the mountains (see Figure 4-1: Tulare County Planning Areas on page 4-5 in Part I of the Goals
and Policies Report). The remainder of the County is covered by Land Use Diagrams as set out in
Part III, including diagrams for individual Community Plan Areas, the Kings River Plan, Hamlet
Plans, Mountain Sub-Areas, Corridors and County Adopted City General Plan areas. Another
component of the Land Use Diagrams consists of the various land use designations, which are
described in Table 4-1: Land Use Designation Matrix and Table 4.2: Countywide Land Use
Designation Matrix. The diagrams in Chapter 2 Planning Framework show only the planning
boundaries of communities and hamlets.
The General Plan 2030 Update includes sufficient policy guidance and land use diagram information
(as indicated in Chapter 4 of Part I (Goals and Policies Report) of the proposed General Plan Update)
consistent with the broad nature of this planning document as more fully described in Chapter 1
of Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update. The existing documentation that comprises Part III of
the Goals and Policies Report contains specific land use diagrams and provides sufficient guidance
to address specific land use density and intensity information pertaining to those documents. The
documents and information included as part of these planning documents in Part III are not a
focus of or a part of the current update.
When there is a need for interpretation to the General Plan Land Use Designation and/or goals
and policies of the General Plan, the Planning Commission will have interpretative authority. If
there is a disagreement over interpretation, the Board of Supervisors will have final authority over
interpretation (see Land Use Diagram and Standards in Part I, Chapter 4 of the General Plan).

Land Use Designations
The Land Use Diagram is a useful tool to visualize and identify areas where land use designations
would be changed. Figure 4-1 (General Plan 2030 Update, Part I at page 4.5) The Land Use
Diagram of the County is divided into geographical regions and areas. As a tool, the Land Use
Diagram is intended to provide an overview of all planning areas of the County. This tool allows
readers to find the correct “Planning” area within the County. For example, a reader looking at a
project within the Foothill Growth Management Plan area would be directed to Part II-Chapter 3,
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Foothill Growth Management Plan, for the Land Use Diagram and boundaries. Where no
previously adopted plan exists, land use designations are proposed to fill in these land use
designation gaps (i.e. Hamlets, Mountain Service Centers, Federal and State Areas, the Tule
River Indian Reservation, etc). More specific, individual area descriptions are provided below.
Since the existing general plan was originally adopted (1964), several Area, Sub-Area and
Community Plans have been adopted, each with its own set of land use and development standards.
The result is that, by 2005, Tulare County was using over 60 separate land use designations. It is
the intent of the updated Land Use Element (Chapter 4 of Part I: Goals and Policies Report) to
“compile” these land use designations (Table 4.2: Countywide Land Use Designation Matrix
(Chapter 4 of Part I: Goals and Policies Report)) and establish a common set of broad, uniform
land use designations (Table 4.1: Land Use Designation Matrix (Chapter 4 of Part I: Goals and
Policies Report)). This uniform set of land use and development standards will apply to all future
updates and planning efforts when implementing the General Plan 2030 Update. When adopting,
amending or updating the Area Plans, Community Plans, Hamlet Plans, Corridor Plans, Mountain
Service Center Plans, Sub-area Plans, Planned Community Areas, and County Adopted City General
Plans. The general plan Land Use Diagram, Area Plans, and Community Plans will generally employ
these land use designations, although not every planning document uses every designation.
The re-defined land use designations, set out in Chapter 4 of Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update,
will be used in the future on any new planning amendments. The General Plan 2030 Update will
be updating land use designations on site specific and plan specific areas within the County. This
includes any areas with land use designation gaps within the general plan. As previously described,
existing Part III Plans are not being changed or amended as a part of the General Plan 2030 Update.
Their land use boundaries, designations, density and intensity will be found within said existing
plan. The new designations are designed to encompass and be consistent with the old community
plans. Please see Table 4-2 of Chapter 4 of Part I.

Proposed Land Use Designation Changes
Some commenters have asked that the County identify all land use designation changes proposed
by the General Plan 2030 Update. As described above, most of the land use designations already
applied by the County will not be amended or changed by this update. However, the proposed
General Plan 2030 Update will fill in some gaps in the existing land use diagram. Consistent with
CEQA case law, when an existing Plan is amended, the agency will not be required to assess the
environmental effects of the entire plan or preexisting land use designations. Instead, the question
becomes the potential impact on the existing environment of changes in the plan as embodied in
the amendment.” (Emphasis in original; Black Property Owners Assoc. v. City of Berkeley
(1994) 22 Cal.App.4th 974.)
A description of the diagram areas and any exceptions/proposed changes is explained in the
section that follows.
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Hamlet Development Boundaries
The proposed General Plan 2030 Update would establish Hamlet Development Boundaries for
eleven small, historic, rural urban service centers or settlements. Several of these areas were
designated as rural service centers in the 1964 Tulare County General Plan: Seville, Yettem, Monson,
and Waukena. The others are existing settlements located throughout the County, which include
Allensworth, Delft Colony, East Tulare Villa, Lindcove, Teviston, Tonyville, and West Goshen;
all of these have existed since the early 1900’s. The proposed General Plan 2030 Update labels
these rural urban service centers or settlements “Hamlets”. The Hamlet Diagrams (Chapter 2:
Planning Framework, Figures 2.3-2 through 2.3-12, depict the individual Hamlet Development
Boundaries (HDBs); The Land Use Designation of Mixed-Use as described in the Land Use
Element (Chapter 4) of Part I (the Goals and Policies Report) will be applied, unless a traditional
plan approach is requested (Policy PF-3.4). Policies PF 1.2 and PF-4.1 limit urban development
to the area within these boundaries, Policy PF-3.2 limits modification of these boundaries and
Policies PF-3.3 and PF-3.4 provide for Hamlet Plans and future changes to land use designations.
The existing zoning (zone districts) within each of the Hamlets will not be changed by this update.
Any new zoning shall be consistent with the mixed-use designation or any designation applied by
a future adopted Hamlet Plan.

Timber Production
There are certain areas located in the Mountain Areas of the County that are currently zoned
Timber Preserve (TP) Zones but do not have land use designation. The General Plan 2030 Update
fills this gap by designating these TP Zones as Timber Production. These areas are within State
and or federal jurisdiction and not under County control.
Furthermore, Government Code Section 65302(a)(1) requires that the general plan: “Designate in
a land use category that provides for timber production those parcels of real property zoned for
timberland production pursuant to the California Timberland Productivity Act of 1982 (Chapter
6.7 (commencing with Section 51100) of Part 1 of Division 1 of Title 5).” The County has limited
authority to affect land uses zoned under the California Timberland Productivity Act of 1982
(“TPZ”) (See Government Code Section 51115 [“The growing and harvesting of timber on those
parcels shall be regulated solely pursuant to state statutes and regulations.”]).

Mountain Sub-Area Plans
Boundaries for seven Mountain Area Sub-Area Plans were established in 1986 as part of the Kennedy
Meadows Sub-Area Plan, which include Kennedy Meadows, Great Western Divide North Half,
Great Western Divide South Half, Redwood Mountain, Posey, Upper Balch Park, and South Sierra.
These boundaries are not being amended or changed by the General Plan 2030 Update. Out of
these areas, only two have adopted sub-area plans: Kennedy Meadows and the Great Western
Divide North Half Plan. These two sub-area plans will not be amended by the General Plan 2030
Update. When adopted in the future, the Sub-Area Plans for the remaining five sub-area plan
boundaries will become part of Part III and additional land use designations or changes to land
use designations will be made at that time. However, the proposed General Plan 2030 Update
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does address private in-holdings in these five sub-area plan areas. Please see “Mountain Service
Centers”. The mountain sub-area plans primarily consist of Federal and State Lands.

Mountain Service Centers
Mountain Service Centers (MSCs) are areas designated for development in or adjacent to existing
communities within the boundaries of the Mountain Framework Plan. MSC Plans will become
components of Part III of the General Plan when adopted. Within the MSC boundaries, lands would
be designated mixed use under the proposed project, until a future, sub-area plan applied different
land use designations. MSCs boundaries that would be established by the proposed General Plan
2030 Update include Balance Rock, Balch Park, Blue Ridge, California Hot Springs/Pine Flat,
Fairview, Hartland, Johnsondale, McClenney Tract, Panorama Heights, Posey/Idlewild, Poso
Park, Silver City, Sugarloaf Mountain Park, Sugarloaf Village, and Wilsonia. There are no
existing land use designations for these lands. Consequently, the proposed General Plan 2030
Update fills in this gap. These small areas currently consist of residences, summer homes, cabins,
and may contain small community amenities, such as stores, restaurants, post offices, etc.

State or Federal Lands
Areas within Federal or State jurisdiction are designated as Resource Conservation. There are no
existing land use designations for these lands, so the currently proposed General Plan 2030
Update covers this gap. These areas do have zoning; however, the County has no jurisdiction over
these areas.

Tule River Indian Reservation
There are no existing land use designations for the Tule River Indian Reservation. The General
Plan 2030 Update will cover this gap by designating the Tule River Indian Reservation as Native
American Reserve. This is land held in trust by the federal government. No boundaries will be
changed and the County has no land use authority within this area.

Communities with Community Plans
Adopted Community Plan Boundaries and Land Use designations are within Part III. These plans,
which include Cutler/Orosi, Earlimart, Goshen, Ivanhoe, Pixley, Poplar/Cotton Center, Richgrove,
Springville, Strathmore, Terra Bella/Ducor, Three Rivers, and Traver will not be amended by the
proposed General Plan 2030 Update. A reader must go to the specific, existing adopted Community
Plan to locate its boundary and land use designations. The only exception is the Pixley community
plan boundary (Urban Development Boundary): The General Plan 2030 Update will modify this
boundary to include the old Harmon Field airport area. The land use designation for this area
remains Valley Agriculture. However, because the site will now be within the Pixley Urban
Development Boundary, the site will be exempt from the Rural Valley Lands Plan checklist
requirements if its zoning is changed in the future.
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Communities for which no community plan has been adopted
These areas have existing UDB’s and urban zoning, which include East Orosi, Lemon Cove, London,
Plainview, Sultana, Tipton, and Woodville. The General Plan 2030 Update will not change or
amend these boundaries or existing zoning, but does call for adopting a Community Plan for each
of these areas (see Goals and Policies Report, Part I, pp. 1-5 – 1-6.). The 1974 Urban Boundaries
Element designated these areas as Urban, established UDB’s around them and allowed urban type
zones within these boundaries. The General Plan 2030 Update will update this “Urban” designation
to Mixed-Use by Policy PF-2.6. Sultana is the only community not designated “Urban” by the 1974
Urban Boundaries Element. Sultana was established as a rural service center by the 1964 Tulare
County General Plan and, as such, would have been considered a Hamlet and exempt from the
Rural Valley Lands Plan under the proposed General Plan 2030 Update. However, Sultana meets
the criteria for a community according to the general plan and therefore will be categorized as a
Community and be designated as Mixed-Use. The General Plan 2030 Update will not update zoning
within Sultana.

Planned Community Areas
This land use designation establishes areas suitable for comprehensive planning for long term
community development on large tracts of land. There are no lands or areas within Tulare County
currently designated as a Planned Community Area and no such areas will be designated as part
of this General Plan 2030 Update. Any designation of any Planned Community Area may only be
accomplished through a General Plan amendment process established by the California Planning
and Zoning Law. Any such application must comply with CEQA. Any Planned Community Area
must be consistent with the General Plan 2030 Update and the overlying Area Plan (i.e., Rural
Valley Lands Plan, Foothill Growth Management Plan or Mountain Framework Plan).

Corridor Framework Plan/Corridor Area Boundary (Urban and
Regional only)
The Mooney Boulevard Corridor Concept Plan is the only area within Tulare County that has been
designated as a Corridor Area (in 1972). However, this Corridor Concept Plan has been suspended
since 2004 and the areas within this corridor are subject to the existing general plan’s Urban
Boundaries Element and the Rural Valley Lands Plan during this suspension. If the proposed General
Plan 2030 Update is adopted, the proposed Corridors Framework Plan would provide policy
guidance for this area. The proposed Corridor Framework Plan consists of new policies that
would provide the framework for future corridor plans to be adopted. The proposed General Plan
2030 Update also provides an interim policy (C-1.6) with criteria for highway oriented commercial,
industrial and mixed use development that would apply until a regional growth corridor plan is
adopted. Part II, Chapter 2, Corridors Framework Plan, Figure 2-1, identifies the routes upon
which new Corridors may be considered. This General Plan 2030 Update does not locate (designate)
or adopt any regional, scenic or urban corridors. Future regional, scenic, or urban corridors may
only be established under this Corridors Framework Plan through future General Plan amendments.
These future amendments would be processed through the provisions of the Planning and Zoning
Law and will be consistent with the General Plan 2030 Update. A corridor plan will be required for
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the designation of any future corridor areas. Interim corridors locations must be consistent with
the overlying Area Plan (i.e., Rural Valley Lands Plan, Foothill Growth Management Plan or
Mountain Framework Plan). In the past, the Foothill Growth Management Plan has utilized a
“Planned Development Corridors” land use designation. This designation is not intended to be the
same as those contemplated by the Corridors Framework Plan; consequently, the Foothill Growth
Management Plan land use designation for these areas will be changed to Foothill Mixed-Use.
Please refer to the land use descriptions provided in Chapter 4 of the Goals and Policies Report
for additional information.

County Adopted City General Plan
County Adopted City General Plans areas, including boundaries and land use designations for
Dinuba, Exeter, Farmersville, Lindsay, Porterville, Tulare, Visalia, and Woodlake, are in Part III
of the General Plan 2030 Update and will not be changed or amended by this General Plan 2030
Update. A reader must go to the specific existing County Adopted City General Plan to locate its
boundary and land use designation. The only exception is the Dinuba Urban Development Boundary
will be modified by this General Plan 2030 Update to reflect an expansion of the existing City
limits previously approved by the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo). The exception
is coterminous with the Dinuba City limits.

Foothill Growth Management Plan (FGMP)
The proposed General Plan 2030 Update updates the previously adopted FGMP. Revisions in this
FGMP update include elimination of obsolete or outdated information and policies, clarifications,
and restoration of a comprehensive list of FGMP development standards (RDEIR, p. 2-13; see
also General Plan 2030 Update, Part II, Chapter 3.). Minor revisions in the boundaries and land
use designations of the FGMP are part of the proposed General Plan 2030 Update. Planned
Development Corridor designations would be changed in name only to the Foothill Mixed-Use
designation. Additionally, while the 600’ elevation line remains on the Land Use Diagram (see
Figure 4-1) as the reference boundary line that distinguishes the RVLP from the FGMP areas, the
previous agriculture and foothill extensions are not called out specifically and have been folded
into their respective land use designations (i.e. Agriculture Extensions are now Valley Agriculture
and fall under the RVLP and Foothill Extensions are now Foothill Agriculture and fall under the
FGMP) These revisions would not change the amount or type of growth expected within the
FGMP area.

Rural Valley Lands Plan (RVLP)
Hamlet Development Boundaries, as described above, would be established and the Mixed-Use
designation would be applied within these boundaries as part of the proposed General Plan 2030
Update. No other boundary or land use designations changes to or within the RVLP are proposed
by the General Plan 2030 Update. The RVLP, including its boundaries and land use designations,
are set out in Chapter 1 of Part II of the General Plan 2030 Update. Additionally, while the 600’
elevation line remains on the Land Use Diagram (see Figure 4-1) as the reference boundary line
that distinguishes the RVLP versus the FGMP areas, the previous agriculture and foothill
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extensions are not called out specifically and have been folded into their respective land use
designations (i.e. Agriculture Extensions are now Valley Agriculture and fall under the RVLP
and Foothill Extensions are now Foothill Agriculture and fall under the FGMP). This represents a
change in name only, as the boundaries have previously been established.

Mountain Framework Plan
The boundaries for the Mountain Framework Plan, as described above, were adopted in 1986 as
part of the Kennedy Meadows Sub-Area Plan. Policies for a Mountain Framework Plan were
originally drafted in 1995, they were not adopted. These policies have been updated and
modernized and are now proposed for formal adoption as Chapter 4 of Part II of the General Plan
2030 Update.

Project Build-out
Commenters asked for more detail regarding the location and intensity of future development that
would occur under the proposed General Plan 2030 Update. Other commenters suggested that the
RDEIR must assume and analyze “full build out” of the General Plan land use designations (i.e.
land use designations built to their maximum dwelling units per acre (DU/Acre), and maximum
floor area ratios (FAR).
The RDEIR provides population growth and distribution assumptions and the location of these
areas can be viewed in RDEIR Table 2-11 and Figure 2-2. (RDEIR page 2-24 and 2-25.) As
discussed therein, analysis in the RDEIR used Tulare County Association of Governments
(TCAG) population projections as a basis for build out associated with the proposed project.
(RDEIR pp. 1-12, .2-24) However, as discussed in the RDEIR, the County has only limited
control over growth and cannot control external factors such as population growth (i.e. birth rates
and death rates), existing infrastructure constraints, and the intent of individual property owners,
businesses, and citizens. Additionally, other Federal, State, and local regulations will shape the
way development occurs within the County. By using growth projections, the County is able to
capture the net effect of these other constraints which cannot be individually quantified.
As discussed above, the proposed General Plan 2030 Update is a policy document to provide a
long term, comprehensive plan for the physical development of the County (also see Master
Response #4). It generally describes the type, intensity, and location of development that may
occur within the County, and provides policies that will guide the design and provide basic
standards for that development. The General Plan 2030 Update itself is not intended to provide
the level of detail that is found in an ordinance or special use permit condition. While population
growth and the associated development through the horizon year (2030) of the General Plan is
reasonably foreseeable, development on any particular parcel is largely speculative. (See Rio
Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 371-372 [“the
omission of any description of specific potential facilities [in an EIR for a component of the
General Plan]…does not…render the FEIR deficient”].)
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Analysis in the RDEIR evaluates the impacts of build-out under the proposed General Plan 2030
Update by evaluating the approximate amount and location of development through 2030 (the
planning horizon) (see also RDEIR, p. 1-12.). In this way, the analysis addresses changes in
allowed land uses which would change build out within the County. The proposed General Plan
2030 Update includes one new, Mixed-Use designation for Community Urban Development
Boundaries (without community plans), Hamlet Development Boundaries, and Mountain Service
Centers; the Timber Production designation for Timber Preserve Zones; the Native American
Reserve designation for the Tule River Indian Reservation; and the Resource Conservation
designation for State and Federal lands. Resource Conservation, Native American Reserve, and
Timber Preserve zones (land use designations) are entirely within Federal or State areas and are
not under the jurisdiction of the County. Please see “Proposed Land Use Changes:” above. The
remaining land use designations within the County’s jurisdiction will not be changed.
Impact analysis based on maximum, theoretical build-out (i.e. land use designations built to their
maximum dwelling units per acre (DU/Acre), and maximum floor area ratios (FAR) of the
County to some speculative number of units or year, would not provide meaningful information
to the decision making body. Analysis in the RDEIR is based on reasonable assumptions about
projected increases in population, and the location and extent of growth that would occur through
a horizon year (2030).
CEQA only requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15064(d)). As a corollary to this guideline, CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are
too remote or speculative. While it is appropriate to discuss reasonably foreseeable growth at the
horizon year of the proposed project, impacts beyond this time frame are speculative. As discussed
in In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008)
43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173, over a 30-year period, it is “impracticable to foresee with certainty specific
source of water and their impacts…” Similarly, for the proposed project, maximum theoretical
build-out would not occur, if ever, for well over a hundred years; impact analysis based on such a
time frame would be speculative and premature. It is not possible to determine how development
will actually occur beyond the project’s horizon year.
The approach taken in the RDEIR is consistent with OPR’s 2003 General Plan Guidelines, which
state that most jurisdictions select a 15 to 20 year planning horizon. This approach is also consistent
with recent CEQA case law (See Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th
1437 [holding the DEIR did not need to assume second dwelling unit [theoretical build-out] would
be constructed even though allowed by zoning.]). (See also Sondermann Ring Partners-Ventura
Harbor v. City of San Buena Ventura 2008 WL 1822452 (Unpublished) [“Sondermann asserts the
EIR does not comply with CEQA because it does not analyze impacts of full build-out under the
updated general plan...The updated general plan analyzes growth potential over the 20-year life of
the plan. [A]n EIR is not required to engage in speculation in order to analyze a ‘worst case
scenario.’”].). This approach is also consistent with other General Plan EIRs (see City of
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Sacramento’s EIR for their General Plan2, National City’s EIR for their General Plan,3 and Santa
Monica’s EIR for their General Plan (“LUCE”)).4 Furthermore, if the County were to base impact
analysis on maximum theoretical build out, this could result in additional environmental impacts
resulting from construction of any new mitigation measures/improvements for growth that is not
actually expected to materialize within the planning horizon year of 2030.
However, based on comments received, the County offers the following additional detail regarding
build-out:
The new, mixed-use designation would apply to approximately 205.6 square miles of 2,190 square
miles of unincorporated area involved in the project. (Areal extent of the County’s land use
jurisdiction is discussed above.) The underlying zoning districts in those areas would continue to
be applied and will control future growth and development. The mixed-use designation will only
be applied in HDB’s, MSC’s and Community UDB’s for those communities without existing
community plans, as described above.
Because the mixed-use designation would allow future development to include combinations of
compatible development, it is not possible to give a precise breakdown between the various uses
which may occur on specific sites. However, the pattern and extent of existing uses is considered
predictive for the proportion of uses that would occur in future development.
GIS data was used to determine the average vacant land available for development within areas
that would receive the mixed use designation: 46% for Communities and MSC’s and 26% for
Hamlets. An average, existing residential density of 2.58 units per acre was calculated for these
communities and MSC’s. Also an average percentage of land use designated areas within the
plans were calculated for each designation type: residential (55.4%), commercial (13.5%),
industrial (18.6%) and other (12.5%). Using the data in this way relies on historic development as
a reasonable predictor for the proportion of uses in future, mixed use development. These

2 Sacramento General Plan EIR “…assuming development would be at 80 percent of the maximum development potential associated
with each land use designation…” (Pages 5-11 and 6.0-1). Available at http://www.sacgp.org/mastereir/
documents/Part1_GPMasterEIR.pdf.
3 National City General Plan EIR “The level of development evaluated in this EIR is based upon reasonable assumption for
development activity anticipated to occur up to the 2030 horizon year. Actual development in any city or county is typically less
than the theoretical limit of development. This is a result of market forces, population growth (including birth rates and
immigration), as well as building and zoning restrictions, availability of resources, and other federal, State, and local
regulations...Existing population and other demographic data is taken from year 2008 estimates associated with the San Diego
Association of Government’s (SANDAG) 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, Series 11, February 2010.” (Pages 3-41 through 3-43;
Available at: http://www.ci.national-city.ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4460.)
4 4 Santa Monica General Plan (LUCE) EIR: “Future year forecasts for the proposed LUCE identify a potential amount of change that
would be anticipated under the proposed LUCE during the 20 year planning period. The forecasts incorporate the proposed LUCE
strategies to conserve residential neighborhoods and direct intensive residential pressure into mixed-use transit-served corridors, to
transform regional commercial to housing opportunities and encourage local-serving uses. These forecasts identify a potential
future scenario based on reasonable assumptions and the best data available. Forecast estimates were checked against regional
projections from the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the California Department of Finance
(DOF)… An effective Floor Area Ratio (FAR) was determined for each district based on proposed LUCE standards, setback
requirements, loading areas, and site design considerations as well as existing development trends for the districts. This effective
FAR was then applied to the selected underutilized land area to conclude total development estimates… Total development for the
commercial districts and the residential neighborhoods was then checked for consistency with growth projections estimated by the
SCAG for the City of Santa Monica within the same study period.” (page 3-16). Available at:
http://www.shapethefuture2025.net/PDF/eir/luce_feir_I.pdf.
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averages were used to estimate the types of development in Hamlets and Communities without
community plans that would occur based on this historic experience.
Analysis in the RDEIR used Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) population
projections as a basis for population targets associated with the proposed project. (RDEIR pp. 112, .2-24) The developable areas within the County Adopted City General Plan UDB’s are
assumed to be annexed into the respective city and therefore, ultimately not under the County’s
jurisdiction. Most of the projected population growth in the County would occur in areas where
no changes in the applicable land use plans are proposed as part of the General Plan 2030 Update,
i.e., adopted CACUDBs and the incorporated cities’ respective Spheres of Influence (see RDEIR,
page 2-24).
Although it is not possible to give a precise breakdown between the various uses which may occur,
residential uses would be expected to be part of most mixed use development. Various constraints
within the County would restrict development in some areas, and on some individual parcels,
reducing the maximum build-out of General Plan’s land use designations. Typical constraints
include water and sewage disposal capacity, public infrastructure improvements (roadways, etc),
slope incline, public services (fire, sheriff, etc), zoning, environmental considerations and other
low intensity uses such as parks, agriculture, industry, schools, churches, etc. An example of a
community with constraints is Springville. Springville is currently under a wastewater moratorium
by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Further constraints within the community
are the slope percentage, grading, existing urban development, floodway, biological, cultural and
many other issues. These constraints limit the density of urban development within the community.
As discussed above, analysis in the RDEIR also takes into consideration historic development
patterns to project the type of development that would occur in areas with the new, mixed use
designation. Existing zoning, roads, existing development, slope percentage, water and sewer
capacity, and many other constraints would remain in place and would greatly reduce the
maximum build-out potential. It is highly unlikely that most of the vacant land in these areas will
develop to a maximum of 30 units an acre.
Table 4-3 (below) is based on data developed for the County’s 2009 Housing Element. “Buildout” Tables 4-4 through 4-9 mathematically project theoretical maximum build out in various
ways. No adjustments are made in these tables for “fixed” constraints (such as setback, slope,
terrain, water availability, roads, wastewater, zoning, and other physical limitations) or
constraints that can be remedied (infrastructure capacity and market availability of land parcels).
Please note that the amount of development presented in these tables is not expected to occur by
the planning horizon year (2030). The information presented in Tables 4-3 through 4-9 illustrates
how much development is theoretically possible.
As mentioned above, the numbers set out in these tables are speculative because it is impossible
to anticipate all the circumstances that can affect development and estimate the reduction of units
due to those constraints (see the examples in the table below). Table 4-3 below summarizes an
adequate site inventory prepared for the Tulare County Housing Element that was adopted in
2010 but not certified by the State Department of Housing and Community Development. This
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survey estimates that only 15,592 sites are available for residential units within the Urban Boundaries
of the GP 2030 Update. This number is far below that of a speculative maximum build-out requested.
Please see Chapter 7 Adequate Sites inventory, pages 170-263 of the Housing Element for
methodology and analysis of this assessor parcel by parcel analysis of the County’s Urban Areas.
As shown in Table 4-3, the estimated build-out in all of the adequate sites is extremely lower than
the maximum build-out projected in the following Table 4-4. For example in Table 4-3, Hamlets
have approximately 977 sites available for housing units, however, maximum build-out of the
Mixed-Use designation could allow 133,374 units, as shown in Table 4-7.
TABLE 4-3
2009 HOUSING ELEMENT ADEQUATE SITES INVENTORY
Urban Areas

Units

CACUDB’s

3,519

Hamlets

977

Communities with Plans

9,133

Communities without Plans

1,963

Total

15,592

SOURCE: County of Tulare, 2009 Housing Element

Table 4-4 outlines the existing land use intensity and density that occurs within the communities
with plans and the FGMP Development corridors. This table represents a maximum build-out
with 100% of the land available for build-out. In column 2, Acres represents the total amount of
acres in these two areas. In column 3, Maximum Residential Units represents the total amount
units the communities may develop at 100% of the land within the community available for
residential units. Maximum Floor Acre Ratio (FAR) acres represents the total amount of acres
developable within the communities and development corridors at 100% of the land within those
areas developed to a maximum FAR acres for commercial and industrial uses. Please see page 44 within the General Plan 2030 Update for a discussion of FAR.
TABLE 4-4
EXISTING URBAN AREAS MAXIMUM BUILD-OUT
Urban Area

Acres

Max Residential Units

Max FAR acres

Communities

102,930

1.471,416

3,642

Development Corridor

86,138

2,584,140

43,069

SOURCE: County of Tulare, Community Urban Worksheet 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-6

Table 4-5 outlines the existing land use density and intensity that occurs within the communities
with plans and the FGMP development corridors on vacant available land (based on the 46%
average). The columns are similar to that in Table 4-4 except the totals are calculated using the
vacant land average of 46%.
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TABLE 4-5
EXISTING URBAN AREAS VACANT LAND AVAILABLE BUILD-OUT
Urban Area

Acres

Max Residential Units

Max FAR acres

Communities

102,930

676,851

1,675

Development Corridor

86,138

1,188,690

19,811

SOURCE: County of Tulare, Community Urban Worksheet 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-6

Table 4-6 shows the build-out of existing resource designated lands within the County by using
the density of the land use designation. As an example, the Foothill Agriculture Designation (160
acre minimum lot size) allows five units per 160 acres. Mountain areas designated as Resource
Conservation, Timber Preserve, and the Native American Reservation are not under jurisdiction
of the County and thus have a build-out of zero. The RVLP area includes the Kings River SubArea Plan build-out and the Mountain area includes the build-out for Kennedy Meadows and
Great Western Divide North Half Sub-Area Plans. The Valley area nets approximately 0.08 units
per acre, the Foothill area nets approximately 0.03 units per acre, and the Mountain region nets
approximately 1 unit per acre.
TABLE 4-6
AGRICULTURAL AND OPEN SPACE AREA PLAN BUILD-OUT
Designation

Acres

Maximum Units

Valley

811,094

87,711

Foothills

554,108

17,315

Mountain

604,153

895.69

SOURCE: Community Urban Worksheet 5-6, 5-9, 5-12

Tables 5-5 and 5-6 outline the build-out of Hamlets, Communities without plans, and Mountain
Service Centers, by using the baseline averages developed above. In Column 2, Max Residential
Units shows the build-out of these three newly designated areas at 100% maximum build-out of
residential units at 30 units per acre. In Column 3, Max FAR acres calculate these areas at 100%
maximum available land of commercial and industrial uses at maximum 0.5 FAR. Columns 4, 5,
and 6 represent maximum build-out of these areas based on the percentage of land distribution as
outlined above at maximum build-out: Residential (55.4% at 30 units per acre), Commercial
(13.5% at 0.5 FAR) and Industrial (18.6% at 0.5 FAR). The last column calculates the percentage
of land distribution for residential only at a build-out of 2.58 units per acre.
TABLE 4-7
URBAN AREAS DESIGNATED MIXED-USE, MAXIMUM BUILD-OUT

Urban Area

Max
Residential
Units

Max FAR acres
(Commercial,
Industrial, etc.)

Residential 30
Units/acre
Average 55.4%

Commercial
FAR Acres
Average 13.5%

Industrial FAR
Acres Average
18.6%

Communities

94,160

1,569

52,164

211

291

Hamlets

133,374

2,222

73,889

300

413

MSC

3,720,019

62,000

2,060,890

8,370

11,532

SOURCE: County of Tulare, Community Urban Worksheet 5-4, 5-5, 5-7, 5-8, 5-10, 5-11
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Table 6 follows the same column calculations except that the available vacant land average was
used 46% for communities and MSC’s and 26% for Hamlets.
TABLE 4-8
URBAN AREAS DESIGNATED MIXED-USE, VACANT LAND AVAILABLE BUILD-OUT

Urban Area

Max
Residential
Units

Max FAR
acres
(Commercial,
Industrial,
etc.)

Residential
30 Units/acre
Average
55.4%

Residential
2.58
units/acre
Average
55.4%

Commercial
FAR Acres
Average
13.5%

Industrial
FAR Acres
Average
18.6%

Communities

43,313

721

23,995

2,063

97

134

Hamlets

34,677

577

20,565

1,755

83

115

MSC

967,205

16,120

535,831

45,794

4,249

5,854

SOURCE: County of Tulare, Community Urban Worksheet 5-4, 5-5, 5-7, 5-8, 5-10, 5-11

Table 4-9 shows the Countywide grand total of Maximum Units at 100% maximum land
available and Maximum FAR at 100% maximum land available. Maximum Units and FAR at
average land use designation percentage and residential total based on the 2.58 unit per acre
County Urban Average.
TABLE 4-9
TOTAL COUNTYWIDE ESTIMATED BUILD-OUT
Countywide

Maximum Units

Maximum FAR Acres

Existing Land Uses plus Vacant Land build-out

3,016,659.05

61,624.00

Existing Land Uses plus Maximum build-out

6,637,616.05

112,502.00

SOURCE: County of Tulare, Community Urban Worksheet 5-13

Master Response #6: Water Supply Evaluation
Assumptions and Methodology
A Water Supply Evaluation (WSE) (as presented in Appendix G of the RDEIR) was prepared by
the County to provide a program-level evaluation of the possible effect that land use changes
anticipated by the General Plan 2030 Update could have on County-wide water resources. The
consulting firm of Tully & Young prepared the WSE. Tully & Young are considered experts in
this area, with extensive knowledge and experience preparing such evaluations as well as
preparing California Water Code §10910 compliant water supply assessments5. Using reasonably
available information and professional practices as described herein, the WSE was developed to
provide a suitable program-level evaluation of future demands to aid in the analysis of potential
impacts to County-wide water resources.
In preparing the WSE, the following two primary conditions were established to allow the
program-level evaluation in the WSE to proceed: (1) an available County-wide water budget for
5 Tully & Young, Inc. was founded in 2004 with an emphasis on integrating land and water use planning. The two

founding principals bring nearly 40 years of experience in strategic water resource planning.
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2003, prepared by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), was determined to
reasonably represent “baseline” conditions throughout the County, and (2) over 95% of the land
use changes proposed for both the Rural Valley Lands and Foothill Growth Management Areas
anticipated by the proposed project would likely occur in proximity to existing urban areas of the
County, where current irrigated agriculture exists.6 (See RDEIR page 3.9-2 and RDEIR Appendix
G page 2.)
To establish the first condition, the WSE analysis included a review of three water budgets (for
the years, 1999, 2002, and 2003) as provided by the 2009 Water Plan Update prepared by DWR
for Tulare County Of the three, the 2003 budget was determined to most reasonably representative
“average” water supply and demand conditions for the Tulare Lake Hydrologic Region. This was
determined by reviewing average historic precipitation in the City of Visalia – and comparing the
average precipitation with the precipitation in 1999, 2002 and 2003. Average precipitation in
Visalia is approximately 11.03 inches per year. This approach is consistent with CEQA. “[T]he
date for establishing baseline cannot be a rigid one. Environmental conditions may vary from year
to year and in some cases it is necessary to consider conditions over a range of time periods.” (Save
Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 125;
see also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th
316, 336.) Collectively, the DWR budgets also reasonably provide a County-wide baseline
representation of water supply and demand conditions necessary for assessing the potential impacts
of the General Plan 2030 Update. To understand the level of detail in these DWR budgets, similar
budgets, organized to reflect DWR “Planning Areas” (not the same boundaries as was provided
by DWR for the County-wide analysis), are available for review
(http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/technical/cwpu2009/.
To establish the second condition, a table of the agricultural acreage potentially changing from
irrigated agriculture to mixed-urban use (consistent with the proposed project) was provided to
the expert performing the WSE. Using these land use assumptions, estimates of baseline water
demand associated with irrigated agriculture were made and subsequently compared to estimates
of future water demand for mixed-urban use that could replace the existing irrigated agricultural
uses. These comparisons effectively demonstrated that the land-use changes contemplated by the
proposed project essentially had the same, if not slightly reduced, potential future demand for
water resources as that of the existing land uses (see RDEIR pages 3.9-11 and 3.9-47). Thus the
comparison of the County water resource demands from existing conditions to those anticipated
under the proposed project (future conditions) indicates there would be little or no difference in
demand for water.
The WSE is not intended to serve as a detailed, community-by-community assessment of the
sufficiency of water supplies as would be required for a project-level CEQA compliance
document. As detailed in Master Response #4, the RDEIR is a Program EIR, serving as a first-tier
6 As discussed in greater detail in Master Response #5, where an existing Plan is amended “the agency will not be

required to assess the environmental effects of the entire plan or preexisting land use designations. Instead, the
question is the potential impact on the existing environment of changes in the plan which are embodied in the
amendment.” (Emphasis in original; Black Property Owners Assoc. v. City of Berkeley (1994) 22 Cal.App.4th
974.)
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document to assess the broad environmental impacts of the program. More detailed site-specific
environmental review would be required to assess future projects implemented under the General
Plan Update. As such, the County is able to use the analysis in the WSE to reasonably evaluate
the implications of the contemplated land-use changes. Combined with the array of new policies,
such as those listed as part of the impact analysis under Impact 3.6-2 (see page 3.6-45 through
3.6-47 of the RDEIR) and Impact 3.9-1 (see pages 3.9-47 through 3.9-49 of the RDEIR), future
project-specific water supply analysis will investigate the unique conditions within and adjacent
to the project specific proposals and address any impacts accordingly. This approach is consistent
with recent CEQA case law from the California Supreme Court (see In re Bay-Delta
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143,
1174 - 1175 [Holding additional detail on a second tier project, an Environmental Water Account
(EWA) WSE, was not required in the first tier EIR.]).

Water Supply Assessment (SB 610)
Several commenters have also indicated that the RDEIR should include a more detailed “SB 610”
water supply analysis. Senate Bill (SB) 610, enacted in 2001, requires that the public water supplier
for any large development project (as defined in the statute) prepare a water supply assessment
describing the long-term availability of water to supply the project. The RDEIR does not include
a formal SB 610 Water Supply Assessment (WSA) because General Plan EIRs are not required to
provide this type of assessment under SB 610. ( SB 610 does not apply to General Plans for three
reasons: 1) the express language of SB 610 does not include General Plans as projects subject to
the Act; 2) General Plan law sets forth an alternative process for local governments to consult
with water supply agencies during General Plan preparation (see Government Code Section
65352.5); and 3) the Legislature envisioned the General Plan being considered during preparation
of long-term Urban Water Management Plan preparation, to serve as the first tier of land use and
water supply planning coordination, prior to consideration of individual development projects.
SB 610 applies to site specific development projects, for example, “a proposed residential development
of more than 500 dwelling units,” or a “project that would demand an amount of water equivalent,
or greater than the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project” (Water Code §10912(a)).
SB 610 lists several other “projects” requiring a WSA; a General Plan is not on that list. (See also
Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chino (County of San
Bernardino Superior Court Case No. CIVRS1008458) 8-12-2011 Minute Order [“The Court
denies the writ as to the contention that the City failed to have a water supply assessment (WSA)
done for the project under water code 10910 and included in the EIR since a proposed general
plan is not the type of actual development project identified in water code 10912 triggering the
WSA requirement.”] SB 610 further provides that nothing in SB 610 is “intended to modify to
otherwise change existing law with respect to projects that are not subject to…” (Water Code
§10914(c)) Although a General Plan may enable individual projects falling within the SB 610
definition of a project, the General Plan itself is not such a project. Instead, the Legislature, through
Government Code Section 65352.5, has directed land-use agencies to use an alternative approach
to assure that local government agencies consider water supply and demand conditions when
preparing General Plans. Under this direction, Tulare County prepared the WSE to provide the
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necessary countywide level of analysis to aid in the consideration of elements included in the
General Plan 2030 Update. The use of a WSE for this purpose is an accepted practice that
provides opportunities to incorporate information and understanding that is not captured by the
limited geographic extent of local urban water management plans (e.g. they only cover the service
area of the purveyor, whereas the County’s land-use analysis extends well beyond these bounds).
Lastly, the Legislature envisioned land use and water supply planning coordination being accomplished
not through SB 610, but rather through the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The Urban
Water Management Planning Act (Water Code §§ 10610 et seq.) requires urban water suppliers
to consider their entire service area, and is intended to “provide assistance to water agencies in
carrying out their long-term resource management responsibilities…” (Water Code Sec. 10610.2(a)).
Water suppliers must prepare UWMPs that analyze water supply and demand, and water supply
reliability, over a 20-year planning horizon, and to update these plans every 5 years. General
Plans typically serve as an information source for water suppliers to prepare UWMP water demand
projections. When individual development projects are proposed, WSAs are entitled to rely on
information contained in the UWMP. (Water Code §10910(c) (2)) Thus under the Legislature’s
approach, UWMPs based on General Plans can function as the first tier of coordinating land use
and water supply planning. WSAs prepared for individual development projects then function as
the second tier.
Finally, several commenter’s on the RDEIR indicated that the WSE and the discussion of impacts
in the RDEIR should have used several other “much more detailed studies” (e.g. Comment Letter
I11 at p. 26). However, while these and other studies are valuable sources of information for localized
conditions, they either (1) do not integrate supply and demand conditions across the County, and/or
(2) are not reflective of “existing” or historic conditions. As discussed under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a), “reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms
of what is reasonably feasible…CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors.”
The primary objective of the WSE was to provide the drafters of the RDEIR a County-wide, programlevel comparative evaluation of the existing water demands on County-wide water resources
compared to the potential future water demands considering the proposed project’s anticipated
land use policy changes. Other studies identified by commenters were available with the DWR
2003 County-wide water budget, and could contribute to determination of a baseline condition.
However, the data and analysis relied on in the RDEIR is adequate to determine baseline conditions.
Further, integrating these studies to provide a County-wide evaluation would require additional
information to fill in gaps between commenters’ suggested studies, and the data sources relied on
in the RDEIR. Consequently, the various studies described by the commenters were considered,
but not used in the preparation of the WSE. In summary, analysis in the RDEIR relies on the
experts preparing the evaluation to support the program-level RDEIR, and the readily available
and functional water budgets from DWR. These sources provide reliable information from which
to establish a baseline for use in the subsequent comparison and resulting analysis of the RDEIR.
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Furthermore, these DWR budgets were the best available County-wide representation of baseline
water resource conditions at the time of preparation of the WSE.

Master Response #7: General Plan Implementation
Measures
Several commenters expressed confusion as to why all policies do not include implementation
measures. Further, some commenters expressed dissatisfaction with the scope of implementation
measures. This master response has been developed to address the individual comments specific
to this issue.
As noted in the General Plan 2030 Update, the implementation measures set forth in the Goals
and Policies Report and RDEIR constitute a preliminary “work plan” to assist the County in carrying
out the various goals and policies of the proposed project. An implementation measure is a specific
action, program, procedure, or technique and is provided to help ensure that appropriate actions
are taken to implement the General Plan 2030 Update. Implementation measures state which policy
(ies) the measure supports, which County departments are responsible for seeing that this
implementation is achieved, and provides an anticipated timeline for completion of the implementation
measure. (see General Plan 2030 Update, Part I Goals and Policies Report, p. 1-11.) It should
be noted, that each policy need not have its own individual implementation measure, and a
single implementation measure may be used to implement a set of related policies i.e., policies
and implementation measures do not have (and do not require) a one to one correspondence.
Because implementation measures will take time and County staff resources, the County will
need to prioritize implementation measures. It is contemplated that this ongoing process is part of
the County’s annual general policy-making and budget cycle functions.
The timing of implementation measures may be adjusted over time, without amending the General
Plan, based on new information, changing circumstances, and evaluation of their effectiveness, as
long as the result remain consistent with the intent of the General Plan and adopted mitigation
measures. In addition, California Government Code Section 65300.5 requires the General Plan
and its Elements to have “an integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies...”
Goals and policies within each element are consistent with one another and each element is
consistent with the other elements of the General Plan.
The General Plan 2030 Update in (Part I) Page 1-13 of the Goals and Policies Report Update also
indicate that not all policies require implementation measures. Policies fall into four categories
depending on the purpose they serve and how they are implemented.


Framing Policies. Framing policies are general policy statements that set out broad
direction, much like a goal. These typically do not require a follow-up implementation
measure.



Consistency Standard Policies. Consistency standard policies are policies that, taken
together, establish a basis for consistency findings as part of individual project reviews.
These policies set a standard for approval or denial of a project or provide the basis for
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imposing conditions on the project that would allow for the project’s approval. These
policies are “self implementing” in that they do not require a follow up implementation
measure.


County Directory Policies. County directory policies are policies that generally commit
the County to undertaking a particular action. Typically, these require a specific
implementation measure, which will be incorporated into the County’s Work Plan and
monitored through the County’s annual review of the general plan. As discussed above,
the Implementation Measures described in the Goals and Policies Report constitute a
preliminary, anticipated Work Plan to assist in carrying out the Goals and Policies.



Environmental Mitigation Policies. Environmental mitigation policies are those that
serve to minimize or eliminate potentially significant environmental impacts. Often these
are identified through the environmental review process and cited specifically in
environmental findings made consistent with the requirements of CEQA in approving the
proposed project and certifying the environmental compliance document. These policies
and objectives are then implemented by the County and its Staff through various other
actions, such as the adoption of new zoning ordinances, area and sub area plans,
community plans, hamlet plans and MSC plans, which are more detailed and specific (see
Gov. Code §§ 65359, 65400, 65455, and 65860).

While the County has listed numerous implementation measures in the General Plan, and noted in
the RDEIR, it is simply not feasible (i.e. accomplished within a reasonable period of time) to list
every potential implementation measure which will be adopted over the 20 year horizon of the
General Plan, nor to provide the text of every potential ordinance that will be adopted as a result
of General Plan implementation. Government Code Section 65400 recognizes that implementation
of the General Plan will take time. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(b) recognizes
this General Plan implementation requirement is appropriate to implement the General Plan. Please
also see Master Response #3 for additional discussion of statutory requirements for implementation
of the General Plan.

Master Response #8: Foothill Growth Management Plan
Several commenters expressed confusion as to how and why changes were made to the Foothill
Growth Management Plan (FGMP) and/or policies specific to the FGMP and how those changes
may affect growth in the area covered by the FGMP. This master response has been developed to
address the individual comments specific to this issue.
The General Plan 2030 Update consolidates existing elements of the general plan, omits language
that has since become outdated or superseded, and reduces redundancy of what is already required
by State and/or Federal law. As part of the proposed project, the FGMP has been updated to be
consistent with the objectives of the General Plan 2030 Update, without affecting or changing the
fundamental land use goals of the FGMP. The FGMP continues to set out guidelines for community
identity, new development, recreation/open space, agriculture, environmental protection, scenic
corridors protection, history/archeological, infrastructure facilities, and public services. This is
accomplished by a four level planning strategy whereby analysis continues to focus on multiple
areas (and level of detail) of the foothills. The four levels are as follows:
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1. The first level involves the designation of lands that are potentially suitable for
development.
2. The second level of analysis is an assessment of factors of special concern that help
determine whether areas should be maintained for open space and agricultural uses, or
considered for other uses.
3. Reference maps which depict the information gathered in the first and second levels are
utilized in the third level of analysis to identify the location of each development corridor
and the locations of agriculture and open space land uses.
4. The fourth level of analysis provides standards for development in the foothills.
The methodology, goals and polices, implementation measures, and development standards from
the 1981 document have been reformatted and revised for, and are consistent with the General
Plan 2030 Update. Outdated or obsolete policies have been eliminated (for example, Policy FGMP-1.2
“Rural Agricultural Land Densities” has been deleted. Additionally, other policies have been
modified including Policy FGMP-1.5 “Preparation of Specific Plans” which is now Policy FGMP1.3 “Preparation of Community Plans, Master Development Plans, Specific Plans, Area Development
Plans, and Hamlet Plans”. However, the purpose, intent, and substantive policies of the FGMP
have not changed.

Why does the FGMP look different?
The format of the FGMP has been changed to match the General Plan 2030 Update format. The
FGMP is incorporated into Part II Chapter 3 (Area Plans) of the Goals and Policies Report.
Additionally, some policies and implementation measures have been consolidated to match the
overall format of the document, without changing the intent of the plan. Some of the policies have
undergone minor re-wording in order to match the language of the General Plan 2030 Update, or
language has been added, such as “The County shall…”, but the fundamental intent of the policies
has not changed. Some outdated or superseded language from the 1981 document has been omitted
or revised. For example, the introduction section of the 1981 document has been omitted since
some of that information is outdated or no longer pertinent. For example, the 1981 introduction
section included discussion of outdated policies such as “Develop an Urban Area Boundary for
the community of Three Rivers”. General Plan 2030 Update policies FGMP-2.2 and 2.3 re-organize
the provisions of GPA 83-03 from the 1981 FGMP.

Changes to the FGMP
Only limited changes have been made to the FGMP to clarify previous, outdated language in the
1981 document, to eliminate obsolete policies and to make the FGMP consistent with the other
elements of the General Plan 2030 Update. For example, these changes include:


Specific properties do not need to be held in private ownership to be potentially suitable
for development.



Maximum size of a neighborhood commercial center has changed from 5 acres to 10
acres.
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New Polices and provisions for Planned Community Areas; see policies FGMP-1.13
Land Use and Zoning, FGMP-1.14 Planned Community Areas, FGMP-1.15
Development Corridor Linkages, FGMP-1.16 Applicable Development Standards; and
FGMP-3.3 Development Compliance.

These changes in the FGMP and the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update, including the FGMP,
have been adequately addressed in the RDEIR. A summary table describing impacts by county area
is provided for each environmental resource topic addressed in the RDEIR. For example, land use
and aesthetic impacts for the FGMP are summarized on page 3.1-17 and 3.1-18 of the RDEIR.

Will Changes in the FGMP affect growth in the area?
The FGMP provides for allowed uses and development standards in the foothill development
corridors. The General Plan 2030 Update does not propose any changes to the location or the size
of the areas currently designated as foothill development corridors. The Foothill Mixed Land Use
Designation provides that the Maximum density and intensity are determined based on site capacity
analyses conducted in accordance with the procedures and standards set forth in Part II, Chapter 3
(FGMP) of the Goals and Policies Report. These procedures and standards are identical to the existing
(i.e., 1981) Foothill Growth Management Plan which utilizes the same four level planning strategy.
The FGMP also retains implementation measures and development standards from the 1981
document with the exception of those that are outdated or obsolete, as discussed above.

Master Response #9: Range of Alternatives Addressed
in the RDEIR
Several commenters express concern that the discussion of alternatives in the RDEIR does not
meet CEQA requirements. This master response is directed to those comments. It will address the
range of alternatives presented in the RDEIR, the level of detail at which each alternative is
analyzed, and the Healthy Growth Alternative.
The RDEIR considers a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives, as required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. This “reasonable range” of alternatives discussed is governed
by the “rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)).
CEQA requires an EIR to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6; Pub. Res. Code, §21001).
The selection of alternatives is governed by the rule of reason (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6).
This means that “an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed
decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which
are infeasible” (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(a)). The lead agency has the discretion to determine
the number of alternatives necessary to constitute a legally adequate range, which will vary from
case to case depending on the nature of the project (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors
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(1990) 52 Cal. 3rd 553). In addition, an alternative need be environmentally superior to the project
in only some respects (Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App. 4th 523, 547).
The RDEIR analyzes five alternatives to the proposed project as more fully described in Chapter
4 of the RDEIR. As more fully described in Chapter 4 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project”,
public input received during community workshops, County staff, and the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) contributed to the development of these alternatives. Additionally, as part of
the EIR preparation process an additional alternative (Confined Growth) was developed and
analyzed in the RDEIR by County staff (Fall 2007) to consider the feasibility of establishing
‘hard” urban boundaries to better protect the County’s agricultural resources. This alternative is
important because it addresses many of the concerns expressed by various community members,
in particular those concerns submitted by the Tulare County Citizens For Responsible Growth
and expressed in their Healthy Growth Alternative.
These alternatives have been analyzed at the appropriate level of detail for a General Plan under
CEQA. The alternatives analysis requires less detail than the analysis of the project’s impacts and
it need not be exhaustive (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(d); Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008)
163 Cal.App.4th 523). It is sufficient if it allows the relative merits and impacts of the project and
the alternatives to be comparatively assessed (Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council
(1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712; In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143). The RDEIR provides a narrative description
of each alternative and a discussion of the impacts of each as compared to the proposed project as
well as several tables comparing the alternatives with the proposed project (RDEIR Chapter 4).
The RDEIR’s level of analysis for each alternative, including the no project alternative, is sufficient
to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project and therefore
meets the requirements of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(d)).
The alternatives selected for consideration in the RDEIR represent a reasonable range of alternatives.
They were selected from a longer list of alternatives based on their ability to feasibly attain most
of the basic project objectives as well as reduce the significant impacts of the project (see RDEIR
Section 4.3). As stated above, the lead agency has the discretion to determine the number of
alternatives necessary to constitute a legally adequate range, which will vary from case to case
depending on the nature of the project (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)
52 Cal. 3rd 553). The proposed project updates the general plan for Tulare County. Consequently,
the alternatives to the proposed project represent similar or broad planning level actions and are
evaluated at an appropriate level of specificity in the RDEIR. These alternatives are considered
within a context of whether they reduce or avoid significant impacts as compared to the proposed
project and in the light of the constraints of feasibility. Alternatives need not reduce all impacts
compared with the proposed project. (Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App. 4th
523, 546-547.).
Tulare County Citizens For Responsible Growth suggested an alternative to the proposed project
called the “Healthy Growth Alternative,” which is a variation on RDEIR Alternative 5. (see
Comment I23-77 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR). Both Alternative 5 (Confined Growth) and the
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Healthy Growth Alternative would direct development in ways that would reduce or avoid the
loss of agricultural and open space areas and aesthetic resources, and concentrate development
within areas that are or are becoming urbanized. Further, the Healthy Growth Alternative
recommends limits on expansion of urban areas, and Alternative 5 incorporates strategies to limit
the circumstances under which urban areas could be expanded, specifically, a “no-net gain”
scenario. The “no net gain” scenario is discussed further, below.
The Healthy Growth Alternative need not be analyzed in the EIR because it is a variation on
RDEIR Alternative 5 and does not offer significant environmental advantages in comparison with
the alternatives presented in the EIR (Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors
(1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022 [an EIR need not analyze multiple variations on the alternatives
selected for analysis]; Save San Francisco Bay Ass’n v. San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (1992) 10 Cal. App. 4th 908; Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass’n v.
City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal. App. 4th 704 [an EIR does not need to analyze alternatives that do
not offer significant advantages over the alternatives presented in the EIR, or that constitute an
alternative version of an alternative presented in the EIR]).
The County did consider the “The Healthy Growth Alternative” provided by the Tulare County
Citizens for Responsible Growth, which is a variation on RDEIR Alternative 5, in that it represents
restrictive population assumptions for the County’s planning areas. A “Healthy Communities”
policy section was also included as part of the updated Health and Safety Element that included
(as Goals) many of the policy objectives suggested by the Tulare County Citizens for Responsible
Growth.
As more fully described on page 4-32 of the RDEIR, Alternative 5 (Confined Growth) is intended
to minimize significant and unavoidable impacts to open space areas, agricultural lands, and
aesthetic resources. Unlike the proposed project, growth under Alternative 5 would be directed to
occur only within established CACUDB and Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDB). A key
assumption of Alternative 5 is that boundary expansion would only be allowed under a “no net
gain” scenario. A “no net gain” scenario could allow modifications to the “hard boundaries”, which
are defined by the CACUDBs and Hamlet Boundaries, only if these are offsetting equivalent
deductions in boundaries elsewhere. Another opportunity for adjustments to boundaries could
occur through transferring CACUDB capacity between cities and community UDBs. Finally, some
comments have expressed concern that the environmentally superior alternative has been rejected.
To clarify, the County has not yet selected whether the proposed project or one of the project
alternatives, if any, will be approved and carried out. This decision will be made by the Board
of Supervisors after considering the final EIR and making the required findings (Pub. Res. Code
§21081; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15092, 15091).

Master Response #10: Climate Action Plan
Several commenters provided comments specific to the County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). This
master response has been developed to address the individual comments specific to this issue.
Overall, the issues fall under three key topic areas:
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Disagreement over the basis for the CAP targets and cumulative significance of
greenhouse gas impacts.



Enforceability of the CAP strategies and related General Plan policies.



Timing of CAP adoption and timing for addressing greenhouse gas emissions from
dairies.

Climate Action Plan Targets
Commenters stated that the CAP target was not supported by substantial evidence as required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. This assertion is incorrect. Section 4, Emission Reduction
Target and Justification of the County’s CAP, provides substantial evidence supporting the target.
The modeling results and analysis used for the target is provided as Appendix B of the CAP. The
CAP target analysis also includes a “gap” analysis that estimates the difference between the reductions
required to achieve consistency with the Air Resources Board (ARB) Scoping Plan targets and
reductions that will be achieved by application of State measures to the Tulare County emission
inventory. The difference between the two must be addressed by projects to demonstrate that
they are not cumulatively considerable. There are no regulations requiring a CAP or mandating
the content of a CAP, only voluntary guidance. There are no regulations mandating particular
methods for setting targets or cumulative greenhouse gas impacts. In the absence of regulatory
guidance, local agencies must identify workable approaches to targets and thresholds. The Tulare
CAP approach uses consistency with the ARB Scoping Plan as the basis for the reduction target.
The ARB Scoping Plan determined the reductions required to reduce California’s emissions to
1990 levels by 2020. The CAP demonstrates that Tulare County will achieve the emission reductions
necessary to assist the State in achieving that goal. The CAP includes detailed documentation
supporting the County’s contribution of greenhouse gas emissions in the inventory sectors for
which it is responsible or has the ability to influence. The Scoping Plan states “ARB encourages
local governments to adopt a reduction goal for municipal operations emissions and move toward
establishing similar goals for community emissions that parallels the State commitment to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 15 percent from current levels by 2020.” The commenters may be
unaware that 15 percent from current levels by 2020 is approximately 28 percent below the
business as usual (BAU) inventory for the State in 2020. In addition, the CAP reduction measures
require a15 percent reduction from current levels (16.9% from the 2007 baseline inventory). The
BAU inventory accounts for projected growth in population and emissions, so a larger reduction
is needed by 2020 to offset the impacts of growth. This factor is accounted for in the Tulare
County CAP target.
The commenters incorrectly characterized the use of the 6 percent project level reduction described
in the CAP. The target analysis prepared for the CAP is based on the emissions from existing and
new development being reduced by 26.2 percent compared to the 2020 BAU inventory for the
sources under County control or influence. This percentage is the reduction amount that the State
is counting on from development related sources to achieve its overall objective of reducing
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The analysis applied only State reductions that are adopted or
under development to the emission sources in Tulare County that are affected by the regulations.
The reductions were adjusted to account for Tulare County’s actual mix of emission sources and
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applicability of the regulations to those sources. For example, reductions anticipated from
implementation of the Pavley motor vehicle regulations only apply to cars and light duty trucks in
Tulare County’s emission inventory. This same concept was applied to all reductions attributable
to State regulations. Applying the State reductions to existing development and projected new
development results in a 24.6 percent reduction in Tulare County’s 2020 BAU inventory. This
allocation is appropriate because the regulations apply to the entire vehicle fleet (on local and
state roadways) including those owned by people in existing development and those that will be
living in new development constructed during the analysis period.
The next step was to determine the reductions required from new development and from other
programs. The population in unincorporated Tulare County is projected to grow by 18.6 percent
between 2007 and 2020. New development built to accommodate an 18.6 percent population
increase must comply with General Plan 2030 Update policies and project level mitigation
measures to provide reductions beyond state regulation. A 6 percent reduction in emissions from
new development projects would reduce the Tulare County 2020 BAU inventory by another 1.1
percent (6%*18.6 = 1.1%). The 6 percent reduction is based on emissions in the first year after
project construction and each subsequent year of project operation. The San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD’s) new employer based trip reduction regulation (Rule
9410) was estimated to provide a 0.5 percent reduction. The combined benefits of these reductions
total 26.2 percent, demonstrating that Tulare County’s inventory will be reduced sufficiently to
achieve consistency with State targets. If population growth is greater than anticipated in the plan,
new development would provide greater reductions. For example if growth was 30 percent
between 2007 and 2020, the emission inventory would be reduced by 1.8 percent (6%*30.0 =
1.8%). Although the CAP is designed to achieve the required reductions to achieve consistency, some
uncertainty exists regarding the timing and the effectiveness of implementation of State regulations
to reduce greenhouse gases. Therefore, the County found the project’s impact to be significant
and unavoidable.
Commenters were also concerned with the form of the target as a reduction from BAU. The 2007
baseline inventory from development related sources is 1,913,191 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCO2e) per year. The 2020 inventory accounting for all controls in place by 2020
will be 1,600,197 MTCO2e per year (26.2 percent less than BAU). This is a reduction from 2007
of 16.9 percent, which exceeds the ARB’s suggested local target of 15 percent from 2008 levels.
The per capita emission rate in 2007 is 13.28 MTCO2e per year per capita. The per capita rate in
2020 is 9.36 MTCO2e per year. This is a per capita decrease of 29.5 percent.
Several commenters questioned the 26.2 percent reduction target and indicated that there was no
argument in the CAP that this amount is the cutoff point for mitigation feasibility. It is important
to note that the CAP is designed for future development to provide additional reductions beyond that
required by statewide measures. Development projects in the County would be required to achieve an
average reduction of 6 percent beyond that required by State regulation to demonstrate this
consistency. The CAP fully describes the methodology and approach. In addition, existing
development will have spillover benefits from improvements to the transportation system and
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land use patterns (blueprint concepts) that will be available for all residents of Tulare County.
Therefore, the selected level of significance and the 26.2 percent target is appropriate.
A commenter indicated that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) target
approach had changed, inferring that the approach used in the Tulare County was invalid. This
conclusion is incorrect. The BAAQMD changed from a percentage reduction to an “emission rate
per service population” value. The only difference is that the BAAQMD divides the total
inventory by the number of persons plus jobs in the jurisdiction. This just constitutes another way
to present the same information that was used in the County’s CAP. Tulare County can present its
inventory as a per person plus job emission rate; however, it is not as useful a metric for a CAP
that only applies to lands under County jurisdiction. An inventory for the County that includes all
the cities of Tulare County would be needed to account for the jobs of many County residents that
are located in cities. However, this approach would not fulfill the objective of identifying emissions
that are the County’s responsibility. In addition, locating large job centers in areas under County
jurisdiction to increase the service population in the unincorporated County would produce a
favorable inventory amount, but could result in longer commutes (great GHG emissions) and
greater conversion of farmland. Therefore, a percentage reduction from the future year business
as usual inventory is the best approach for Tulare County.

BAU Future Baselines
A commenter suggested that the RDEIR and the Climate Action Plan used an inappropriate
hypothetical future baseline or BAU. The commenter wanted emission reductions to be compared
to a current year.
There are many ways of stating and portraying the AB 32 goal. The ARB used a future year projection
of emissions to account for the effect of growth on the State’s emission inventory in the 2020
target year. ARB used this method to provide a more accurate picture of the reductions required.
A reduction based on emissions in the ARB Scoping Plan 2008 base of year of 15 percent is roughly
equivalent to a 26 percent reduction from business as usual for 2020. Identifying reductions required
to meet future year targets is the method used for all attainment planning for other air pollutants
and is useful for plans that will be implemented in response to growth. This approach is used to
create a realistic future baseline inventory for a target year, and is not an improper hypothetical
baseline as claimed by the commenter.
In order to comply with CEQA guidelines and consistent with case law, impacts must be related
to the existing environment. The CAP includes inventories for a base year (2007), a target year
(2020), and the General Plan 2030 Update (2030). The existing environment for climate change
issues can be defined as Tulare County’s 2007 base year greenhouse gas inventory. As discussed
on page 3.4-32 of the RDEIR:
“The incremental increase of CO2e emissions of the proposed project (year 2030) versus
existing (year 2007) would be approximately 897,420 metric tons/year of CO2e.”
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The 2007 emission inventory of development related sources is 1,913,190 metric tons/year of
CO2e. The 2020 inventory accounting for population growth and controls that apply to new and
existing development is projected at 1,658,416 metric tons/year of CO2e. This provides an
absolute reduction of 254,774 metric tons/year of CO2e below 2007 levels and a reduction of
585,760 metric tons/year of CO2e from 2020 business as usual levels. In other words by 2020, at
projected growth rates, Tulare County’s emission inventory will be 15 percent below 2007 levels
with implementation of General Plan policies and CAP strategies.
The CAP also includes analysis that relates the 2020 target to impacts at the time individual projects
will be considered. The results of the analysis indicated that development projects constructed
between now and 2020 need to achieve reductions of at least 6 percent on average to ensure that
growth in the County would not hinder or interfere with the State’s plan to achieve the goals of
AB 32. The CAP includes annual monitoring to ensure that projects achieve the 6 percent average
reductions and to allow the County to take timely corrective actions if necessary. This constitutes
a performance standard that projects can achieve to show consistency with the CAP.
The commenter was apparently not aware that the reductions at the project level addressed in the
CAP apply in the year the project is constructed. Reductions will occur on a cumulative basis
consistent with the cumulative nature of the impact. Greenhouse gases are a true cumulative impact
since individual projects would not make a measurable impact on the Earth’s climate; only the
combined emissions of thousands of projects over time result in measurable increases in greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere. The target approach is very similar to regional ozone impacts that are
addressed in Air Quality Attainment Plans (AQAP) implemented by the SJVAPCD and provide a
precedent for greenhouse gases. The CAP targets are based on achieving an emission level in a
future year just as is done in the AQAP.
Air quality plans include emission projections for a future attainment year accounting for growth
and based on all regulations and controls that are in place or that are planned to become effective
prior to the attainment year. The AQAP identifies the difference between the emissions projected
to occur and the amount of reductions needed to attain the standard by the target year. Control
measures are then identified that will provide emission reductions required to achieve the standard.
The control measures apply to all significant emission source categories. The control measures
consider the size of the source category, the availability of technologically feasible controls, and
the cost-effectiveness of the controls. Control measures are phased in during plan implementation.
Some controls achieve large reductions and others achieve relatively small reductions. As measures
are implemented, some achieve less reduction than anticipated in the plan. These shortfalls are
made up during periodic rate of progress plan reviews. This is similar to the ARB Scoping Plan
that lays out the plan to reach an emission target in a future year. One small component of the
plan is land use and development related emissions.
Concern was expressed over counting emission reductions in the ARB Scoping Plan for measures
that are planned but have not completed the regulatory process. Air quality plans provide a strong
precedent for including measures that are planned in attainment demonstrations. The plan
commitments must achieve the reductions predicted or be replaced with additional measures that
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address any shortfalls. This is the same process envisioned for the ARB Scoping Plan.
Furthermore, ARB has already adopted regulations that apply to the largest emission source
sectors- mobile sources and electricity. This demonstrates the state’s commitment to implement
the Scoping Plan.
The ARB Scoping Plan does not assign an emission reduction target for local governments;
however, the ARB recommended that local governments provide reductions to match the State’s
reduction target. The Tulare County CAP target approach follows this recommendation.

Timing of CAP Adoption and Implementation Measures
Several commenters requested a date certain for adoption of the CAP. The Draft CAP may
require revision to address comments received during the review process. The County will
proceed as rapidly as possible considering the time and effort that will be required to bring the
General Plan 2030 Update to completion as a first priority. At this time we anticipate that the
CAP will be considered during the same public hearing as the General Plan Amendment, and if
satisfactory could be adopted the same day by subsequent action if not once the GPA is in place.
Once the General Plan 2030 Update is in place, staff will be available to complete the CAP and
immediately implement one of the measures identified in the Goals and Policies Report.
Implementation measures identified as part of the General Plan 2003 Update provided multiple
year implementation timeframes, 2010 to 2015 in some cases. This is necessary to account for
uncertainty in the timing of completion of the General Plan 2030 Update, staff availability, and
the speed of the economic recovery.
A commenter requested that the CAP implementation measure be revised to require update of the
CAP on an annual basis. The annual general plan reporting process discussed under Government
Code 65400 provides the County Board of Supervisors and the public with information needed to
identify development trends that affect implementation and to show progress on implementing
programs and measures described in the CAP. The County can revise individual implementation
measures to increase their effectiveness without revising the CAP, assuming that consistency with
the General Plan 2030 Update is maintained. For example, if water conservation goals are not
being achieved by regulations and programs adopted to implement the General Plan 2030 Update
and related CAP, the County could develop additional programs or enhance current programs
consistent with the intent of the General Plan 2030 Update and CAP policies. A five year
timeframe target for updating the CAP will allow sufficient changes in regulation and technology
to occur to warrant the time and expense required for an update.
A commenter indicated that the CAP would require its own environmental impact report if adopted at
a later date. This statement is incorrect. CEQA Guidelines Section 15153 allows the County to
use or tier from an existing EIR if the projects are essentially the same in terms of environmental
impact. The CAP strategies are consistent with the policies and implementation measures of the
General Plan 2030 Update as assessed in the RDEIR and would be expected to have essentially
the same impacts.
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Mitigation Measures for Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The commenter listed a number of mitigation measures that they argue should be adopted by the
County either as General Plan 2030 Update mitigation measures or as CAP strategies. Several of
the measures propose performance standards. For example, one suggestion exceeds Title 24
energy efficiency standards by 35 percent and requires at least 25 percent of homes in residential
projects to install photovoltaic (PV) solar systems. Other measures could require contribution to
off-site mitigation projects or payment of fees to be used for off-site projects.
The CAP does contain an overall performance standard that allows flexibility to address project
specific differences. The CAP standard of performance for new development projects is achieving
an average of at least 6 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions beyond those reductions
required by regulation. Emission reductions from new development at this level will allow the
County to demonstrate consistency with the State targets. The Draft Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Measures prepared by the SJVAPCD and presented in Appendix C of the Draft CAP provide a
source of measures to consider for individual projects proposed in the County. In addition, the
SJVAPCD is developing Best Performance Standards (BPS) for development projects that the
County can use to determine if measures included in individual projects will meet the target. The
CAP monitoring program will track the benchmarks that demonstrate the degree of compliance
with the General Plan 2030 Update and CAP policies achieved during the previous year. Measures
such as changes in average development density, and jobs housing balance provide indicators of
overall progress. Tracking of installation of solar and other energy conservation features will show
the level of success in implementing these features. If, for example, the report identifies that
participation in LEED programs is not occurring, the program could be enhanced with incentives
or could consider whether mandatory standards are appropriate.
The General Plan 2030 Update relies on policies and implementation programs to mitigate significant
impacts at the program level (see Master Response #4 above). Where policies may not mitigate
the impact to less than significant, the County considered the impact to be significant and unavoidable.
The measures listed by the commenters are more appropriate for project level mitigation that can
consider the unique characteristics of individual projects and the feasibility of the measures in
context or as an implementation program with its own development process and public review.
The General Plan must remain flexible to account for the needs of specific development
projects and their locations. As discussed under OPR’s 2003 General Plan Guidelines, “given
the long term nature of a general plan, its diagrams and text should be general enough to allow
a degree of flexibility in decision-making as times change.” (Office of Planning and Research
2003 General Plan Guidelines, page 14.) The General Plan 2030 Update and Draft CAP support
exceeding Title 24 requirements and encourages the installation of solar panels to generate
electricity, but does not prescribe an amount. It is not practical to determine the impacts of these
measures on the cost of housing and doing business in Tulare County without a detailed program
development process. The County believes that any green building program or off-site mitigation
or fee program should go through its own extensive program development process and public
review. Adopting specific building performance standards without such a process and review is not
appropriate and is beyond the scope of a program-level EIR. The Draft Climate Action Plan and
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General Plan 2030 Update include an implementation measure to develop a LEED and LEED ND
program. The County would consider other point rating systems as part of its program
development process.
Even technologies that have paybacks due to energy savings are not feasible in all situations.
When a home buyer invests in solar he or she is in effect paying for their power upfront on a 30 year
mortgage. Even with subsidies, the rate per kilowatt-hour is currently higher than purchasing
power from the electricity provider and the subsidies and tax credits are not free. The taxpayers of
the State and nation are helping to pay for systems with bonds and deficit spending. Mandating
projects to include solar will have the effect of raising the cost of the home or business. This
causes shifting money that would have been spent on other goods and services to pay for energy
production infrastructure. The County does not wish to force people to become energy producers,
but it strongly encourages those with the economic capability and desire to invest in solar or other
technologies that reduce greenhouse gases to do so. Furthermore, not every site may be suitable
for solar, depending upon its location, as it may be shaded by the surrounding landscape, vegetation,
or have other unique qualities that preclude installation. For example, it may not always be
economically feasible to require affordable housing to fully offset their energy consumption.
Similarly, it may not be possible to require 100% offset of energy use for new commercial
development, which will depend upon the specific nature of the project and parcel. In other
situations, a site may elect to use electricity from renewable sources offsite. For example, current
retail electricity companies produce on average 18% of their electricity from renewable resources
at offsite locations, as required by the California Renewable Portfolio (“RPS”) requirement.7
The enacting statutes were recently amended to require 33% of electricity generation from retail
sales to be produced from renewable sources by 2020 (see Senate Bill X1 2 [2011]). Requiring
solar on all new development would provide insufficient flexibility to account for the needs of
specific projects at the time they are proposed and would be infeasible based upon policy
considerations discussed in this paragraph. (See California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa
Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957)
The commenter also suggests providing additional incentives for actions to reduce emissions. The
State is not in a position to increase incentives and will more likely need to cut incentives to
balance the budget. Federal incentives may continue, but there is no guarantee that they will be
available in the future. The County is committed to continued pursuit of grants and incentive
money for which it is qualified, but it would not be fiscally responsible to develop long term
programs that count on continued funding and it considered this measure infeasible at this time
based upon policy considerations.
A comment suggested that the County require new residential and commercial development to
exceed Title 24 energy standards or to require LEED standards. Title 24 (California Building
Code) includes the most stringent energy efficiency standards in homes and buildings in the
nation. Title 24 is updated every few years and has been made more stringent with each version.
Title 24 updates go through a lengthy public process where the feasibility of different energy
efficiency technologies can be analyzed, debated, and considered. It creates a level playing field
7 See http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/
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for all development in California to follow. The County has limited expertise in the feasibility of
energy efficiency technology and believes it would not be appropriate to second guess the State
agency responsible for that function. The commenter wants the County to prove that some level
above Title 24 is infeasible to implement. The most current version of Title 24 became effective
in January 2010 and offers little data regarding real world implementation issues with the
mandated requirements. Arbitrarily setting an energy standard would constitute an experiment
that is not without risks and unintended consequences. CEQA Guidelines does not require the
County to conduct every test and perform all research. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a).)
Furthermore, it is reasonably foreseeable that individual homebuyers will voluntarily implement
energy saving features into their homes that exceed current Title 24 Building Code requirements.
A policy to require all new public buildings to exceed Title 24 energy efficiency requirements is
not appropriate at the programmatic level and does not retain the flexibility needed to address the
variety of project specific differences that will arise under the General Plan. The County supports
the full spectrum of energy efficiency measures and understands that individual projects will
conform to their own unique set of issues (including financial, technological) to ensure that the
appropriate degree of energy efficiency design is incorporated into individual building
construction.
The commenter proposes a program where existing homes would pay a fee on sale to pay for retrofit
programs. This measure is not appropriate because the intent of the General Plan 2030 Update is
to focus on future development in the County, rather than existing development. This measure also
has the potential to create a “taking” issue and may be subject to the recently passed Proposition
26, which would define it as a tax subject to a vote of the people. Under CEQA, mitigation is not
required to fix existing deficiencies. (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville
(2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft
problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]. County also does not support this program in
policy/principal. A large fraction of homes in Tulare County and throughout the State have negative
equity. Adding to the burden of these underwater homeowners would increase foreclosures, create
vacant, poorly maintained properties and urban blight and result in additional environmental
impacts. Although energy retrofits are worthwhile projects that can have paybacks in future
energy savings, the County believes that a mandatory retrofit on sale program or a fee program would
be inappropriate, especially with the current economic climate. Such a suggestion is therefore
considered infeasible for legal, social, economic, environmental, and policy reasons.
The commenter suggests that new projects should pay greenhouse gas mitigation fees or pay for
retrofits to existing homes in the community or purchase carbon offsets. Such a mitigation fee
program may be subject to Proposition 26 and require a vote of the people for implementation.
In addition, no additional reductions beyond the measures included in the CAP are required to
demonstrate consistency with AB 32 targets. Furthermore, there are still outstanding policy
concerns regarding some carbon offsets and their approach and effectiveness.891011121314 From a
8 Mitchell, Dan. Article in The New York Times. May 5, 2007. How Clean Is Your Carbon Credit? Available at:

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/05/business/05online.html

9 Revkin, Andrew Article in The New York Times. April 29, 2007.Carbon-neutral Is Hip, but Is It Green? Available at:

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/29/weekinreview/29revkin.html?ex=1335499200&en=d9e2407e4f1a20f0&ei=51
24
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policy perspective, the County prefers to use verifiable emission reduction measures in which
carbon reductions can be readily verified to reduce emission levels, such as those measures
discussed in the RDEIR, General Plan, and Climate Action Plan, rather than carbon credit
programs. Please also see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for
the General Plan.
Furthermore, the County does not support the development of a mitigation fee program as a
measure for inclusion in the General Plan 2030 Update. When housing prices were rising at 10-20
percent per year, the cost of such programs and other development fees were quickly covered by
increasing land values and sales prices for builders and home equity for homeowners. This rapid
escalation in prices has proven illusory. Now the burden of additional fees and difficulty for
potential buyers to qualify for loans makes additional costs a real concern for the ability of the
County to attract businesses and house its people. The County does not consider it a wise use of
resources to divert staff to manage a new mitigation program or to transfer mitigation fees to a
third party.
Commenters argued that the RDEIR did not adequately substantiate mitigation measures that
were rejected. This is an issue that was addressed in a recent CEQA decision, “SCOPE [petitioner]
does not cite any specific authority indicating that the city was required to set forth an analysis of
each [climate change related] mitigation measure that it considered and rejected as infeasible…
SCOPE is asking more than is legally required.” (Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the
Environment v. City of Santa Clarita (July 26, 2011, 2nd App Dist. Case No. B224242) 2011 WL
2811520, pages 8 through 10, 106 Cal.App.4th 715.)
The commenter questioned the County’s statement that full mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions
is financially infeasible. As described above, there are numerous grounds for infeasibility, including
legal, economic, environmental, social, technological, and policy reasons. Furthermore, while it
may be possible to provide more explicit grounds for economic infeasibility for an individual
development project, providing this type of information on a Countywide basis is not feasible.
There are numerous unknowns regarding the build out of the County over the next 20 years, and it
is not possible to provide an economic study for every suggested policy revision and how it will
apply to every parcel in the County. Feasibility will often depend upon individual projects and
parcels. As noted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), “reviewers should be aware that
the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors
such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts,
and the geographic scope of the project. These factors, in particular the geographic scope of the
10 Davies, Nick. Article in The Guardian. June 16, 2007. The Inconvenient Truth about the Carbon Offset Industry.

Available at: http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2007/jun/16/climatechange.climatechange

11 Kaste, Martin. National Public Radio. November 28, 2006. ‘Carbon Offset’ Business Takes Root. Available at:

http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=6548098
12 Monbiot, George. Published in the Guardian. October 18, 2006. Selling Indulgences. Available at:
http://www.monbiot.com/archives/2006/10/19/selling-indulgences/
13 David Suzuki Foundation. Accessed October 25, 2010. The problems with carbon offsets from tree-planting.
Available at: http://www.davidsuzuki.org/issues/climate-change/science/the-problems-with-carbon-offsets-fromtree-planting/
14 Granda, Patricia. Acción Ecológica. 2005. Carbon Sink Plantations in the Ecuadorian Andes. Available at:
http://www.wrm.org.uy/countries/Ecuador/face.pdf
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project (4,840 square miles), weigh against providing more detailed feasibility studies. Furthermore
the residents of new development in Tulare County will be subject to the burdens imposed by
State energy, motor vehicle, and conservation programs that are now in effect or planned. The per
capita emissions of new development will be lower than existing development because new
development will comply with new energy standards. In addition, future residents of new
development projects will be free to purchase zero emission vehicles, and to install solar panels to
offset their emissions.
Commenters indicate that the County should go beyond the 26.2 percent reduction considering
the State’s 2020 targets are considered interim targets and ultimately an 80 percent reduction is
required by 2050. The reduction of 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 is contained within
Executive Order S-3-05, which is not a mandatory requirement. Executive orders do not have the full
force of law. Executive orders typically clarify or act to further a law put forth by the legislature.
Through AB 32, the State chose a 2020 target in recognition that a strategy to achieve an 80
percent reduction relies on new technologies that have yet to be developed. Currently, the 2020
target provides the best option for use as a CAP target. Implementation of the General Plan and
the CAP will provide reductions that continue beyond 2020. Future updates to both documents
can respond to new opportunities or requirements to identify more stringent targets that parallel
State targets. Furthermore, the proposed project does not stand alone for a regulatory perspective;
specific projects will need to comply with Federal, State, and Local statutes and regulations.
Build out of the County will be required to comply with any regulations to implement AB32,
along with any legislative enactments updating the targets.

Master Response # 11: Discussion of Yokohl Ranch
Project
Several commenters provided comments specific to the Yokohl Ranch project and its relationship
to the General Plan 2030 Update. This master response has been developed to address the
individual comments specific to this issue.

History of the Yokohl Ranch project
The Yokohl Ranch Company submitted a request to Tulare County in 2005 requesting entitlements
for a phased planned community on 36,324 acres. A formal general plan amendment application
was filed with the County by the applicant in 2007. The project includes the phased development
(over 20-30 years) of the Yokohl Ranch master planned community. The project is divided into 3
subareas: The Valley, The Meadows and The Oaks. Approximately 30 percent (9,500 acres) of
the ranch is proposed for development with approximately 70 percent (26,000 acres) of the property
to remain as open space and ranchlands. The project, as currently proposed, would construct 10,000
residential units, including mixed use commercial areas; public/quasi-public areas; and infrastructure
(e.g., roads, utilities, etc.) within the three subareas. Yokohl Ranch would include fire and police
facilities, public schools and public parks, which will serve both local and county residents.
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Current Status of the Yokohl Ranch project
The Yokohl Ranch Master Development Plan is being formulated by the Yokohl Ranch Company
including an Area Development Plan for Phase 1 covering 7,430 acres and approximately 4,700
units, a Town Center, golf course and necessary infrastructure and financing. A Notice of
Preparation was released in February 2008 to begin environmental studies required under CEQA.

How Yokohl Ranch is addressed in the RDEIR
The entitlements for the Yokohl Ranch Project are not included and will not be considered for
approval as part of the general plan 2030 update project. The Yokohl Ranch Company has filed
an individual general plan application (GPA 07-002) with the County that will be considered on a
separate timing track independent of the general plan 2030 update project. The Yokohl Ranch
project will be subject to a program and project level EIR which will be circulated in the future on
a separate timing track independent the general plan 2030 update project. Similar to the various
environmental resource topics addressed in the RDEIR, the project level EIR for the Yokohl
Ranch project anticipates addressing similar topics as part of its environmental review.
The Board of Supervisors adopted a planned community zone ordinance in 2007 which provides
regulatory procedures by which large land areas can be planned, zoned, developed, serviced, and
administered as individually integrated communities. The general plan 2030 update includes
policies to provide criteria for planned communities in Part I Planning Framework Chapter
Section 5 (New Towns). The planned community area land use designation is included in Part I
Land Use Chapter 4. This designation establishes areas suitable for comprehensive planning for
long term community development on large tracts of land, typically under unified ownership or
development control, and allows for master planning where a community plan typically does not
currently exist. Planned communities have a balance of land uses that support economic growth
and promote an exceptional quality of life. Planned communities accommodate mixed use
developments that include residential; commercial; administrative; industrial; and other activity.
Yokohl Ranch is a future project considered in the cumulative impacts analysis on pg 5-6 of the
RDEIR and is considered to be consistent with CEQA. Density bonuses for residential units of
25% to 35% may be granted, according to California Government Code (Section 65915) to Mixed
Use areas to encourage the development of affordable housing units, compact development in the
implementation of development strategies that support the use of mass transit, reduction of air
impacts, and implementation of measures that contribute to the reduction of global warming. Consistent
with the guidance provided in the General Plan 2030 Update, Master Development Plans and
Area Development Plans are required to assist in the consideration of Mixed Use development
proposals. Such communities must ensure provision of open space, infrastructure and public services
needed to support growth. Additionally, as indicated on pages 3-1 and 3-2 of the General Plan
2030 Update Goals and Policies Report, no planned community areas shall be established unless
it includes a minimum of 200 continuous acres of land.
This treatment of the Yokohl Ranch project is consistent with CEQA (see In re Bay-Delta
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143,
1174 [Holding additional detail on second tier project, the EWA, was not required in the first tier
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EIR.]; see also Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Long
Beach (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 746 [“deferral of more detailed analysis to a project EIR is
legitimate” even though some of those project level EIRs were certified concurrently with the
PMP first-tier EIR]). The Court in Al Larson also noted that this approach is consistent with
allowing the Port to consider “a broad range of policy alternatives for the overall development of
the port to permit the Board to consider alternative directions for the Port independent of
particular projects” (Id. at 744).
The approach taken with Yokohl Ranch allows the decision makers to separately consider the
impacts of Yokohl Ranch from those of the currently proposed General Plan in the RDEIR
(including aesthetics, water supply, agricultural resources, biological resources, traffic, and air quality,
etc.). Finally, it would be speculative to determine whether Yokohl Ranch as proposed or an
alternative would be approved, approved with modifications, or denied.

What the next steps are for a possible Specific Plan and
compliance with CEQA
The next steps in the Yokohl Ranch project would be to complete a Draft EIR including a Master
Development Plan and Area Development Plan.
To facilitate a manageable long-term strategy, use of phased planning and tiered environmental
review is proposed, beginning with generalized approvals, followed by more site-specific plan
approvals as development phases near implementation. The CEQA document is anticipated to be
a project level document for Phase 1 and program level for Phases 2 and 3 of the project. Specific
plans, or the equivalent, would be prepared for each phase of the project including a finance plan
and governance plan. Steps 1 and 2, as follows, would complete the General Plan amendment and
rezoning. Steps 4 & 5 are subsequent steps towards entitlements that would occur after the general
plan amendment and rezoning. Approval and certification of the EIR would be considered in
conjunction with the general plan amendment and rezoning process. Please note that these steps
describe a process, but do not indicate that the County is committed to approving the Yokohl
Ranch project or any of the discretionary actions.
1. Amend the Tulare County General Plan and Foothill Growth Management Plan to
designate Yokohl Ranch as Planned Community Area.
A Planned Community Area boundary and the type and distribution of land uses will be established
in the General Plan’s Foothill Growth Management Plan for the 36,324-acre ranch property as the
study area for the planning effort. This is comparable to enactment of a development corridor line
as provided in the FGMP.
2. Rezone the property to Planned Community Zone.
The subject property would then be rezoned to Planned Community Zone to allow for a variety of
land uses as established by a Master Development Plan and Area Development, under conditions
outlined in the description of the Zone District.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

4-50

ESA / 207497
August 2012

4. Master Responses

3. Adopt a Master Development Plan for the site. This MDP would establish land use
designations and define, in broad terms, the type and intensity of development permitted
within each designation. Each MDP would contain smaller specific planning areas. The
MDP will contain information to demonstrate compliance with applicable general plan
policies in Part 1 and the FGMP in order to designate areas for future development.
The MDP is the equivalent of a Master Plan or Community Plan to be prepared for the site. The
MDP is the pre-planning stage where general use and development standards are set.
4. Adopt an Area Development Plan ADP which is similar to a Specific Plan for one or
more of the specific planning areas in the MDP.
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CHAPTER 5

Responses to Comments on the Recirculated
Draft EIR
Introduction
Individual responses to each of the comment letters identified in Chapter 3 are included in this
chapter. Comments that do not directly relate to the analysis in the RDEIR (i.e., that are outside
the scope of this document) are not given specific responses. However, all comments are addressed
in this chapter so that the County decision makers will know the opinions of the commenter.
In some cases, multiple comments were received with respect to several planning and/or environmental
issues raised in the RDEIR. In order to provide the commenter with a complete picture regarding
his or her concern, the County prepared a master response to all comments regarding a given subject.
As previously described, these master responses are provided in Chapter 4 of this final EIR.
Comments which present opinions about the project unrelated to environmental issues or which
raise issues not directly related either to the substance of the RDEIR, the General Plan 2030 Update,
or to environmental issues are noted without a detailed response.

Response to Comments
The following responses correspond to the numbers for each comment presented in Chapter 3.

Agency Letters
Letter A1. Department of the Army
Response to Comment A1-1:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment A1-2:
The County concurs with this comment and as future projects are implemented under the General
Plan 2030 Update will comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as appropriate. Future
compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will also include preliminary efforts to
avoid impacts to wetland features through the discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of
the United States.
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The preservation of wetland (including vernal pool) habitats is a key goal of the General Plan 2030
Update, with the inclusion of several policies in the Environmental Resources Management
Element. A summary of key policies is provided on pages 3.11-38 through 3.11-40 of the RDEIR,
the summary table from the RDEIR provided below. Specifically, policies ERM-1.1 through 1.4,
1.6, 1.8 and 1.12 require the County to protect key sensitive habitats (i.e., riparian, wetlands, and oak
woodlands, etc.) by encouraging future County growth outside these sensitive habitat areas,
supporting compatible development, or implementing development controls near these areas.
ERM Implementation Measure #6 is designed to identify wetland resources using USACE
protocols in addition to the identification of impacts and mitigation measures to other habitats and
species (both plant and wildlife) resulting from implementation of the General Plan 2030 Update.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resources Management Element and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Policies designed to protect sensitive habitats from the impacts of future development in Tulare County include the following:
ERM-1.1
ERM-1.2
ERM-1.3
ERM-1.4
ERM-1.5
ERM-1.6
ERM-1.7

Protection of Rare and Endangered Species
Development in Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Encourage Cluster Development
Protect Riparian Areas
Riparian Management Plans and Mining
Reclamation Plans
Management of Wetlands
Planting of Native Vegetation

ERM-1.8 Open Space Buffers
ERM-1.9 Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands
ERM-1.12 Management of Oak Woodland Communities
ERM-1.13 Pesticides
ERM-1.14 Mitigation and Conservation Banking Program
ERM-5.8 Watercourse Development
ERM-5.15 Open Space Preservation
ERM Implementation Measure #2, #5, #7, #8, #9, #10,
#11, and #54
FGMP-8.1 Riparian Area Development
FGMP Implementation Measure #23

Environmental Resources Management Element

Implementation Measures designed to identify and mitigate the impact of development on key biological resources include the
following:
ERM Implementation Measure #3
ERM Implementation Measure #4
ERM Implementation Measure #6
Water Resources Element and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Policies designed to minimize water supply and water quality impacts include the following:
WR-1.1
WR-1.10
WR-2.1
WR-2.3
WR-2.6
WR-3.13

Groundwater Withdrawal
Channel Modification
Protect Water Quality
Best Management Practices (BMPs)
Degraded Water Resources
Coordination of Watershed Management on
Public Land

FGMP-8.2
FGMP-8.5
FGMP-8.7
FGMP-8.8

Development Drainage Patterns
Protection of Lakes
Minimize Soil Disturbances
Erosion Mitigation Measures

Response to Comment A1-3:
The County concurs with this comment. Such alternatives will be considered in compliance with
applicable Federal and State laws (including CEQA) once site specific projects are proposed.
Please see the response to Comment A1-2.
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Response to Comment A1-4:
Comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Letter A2. California Energy Commission
Response to Comment A2-1:
The County concurs with this comment and as future projects are implemented under the General
Plan 2030 Update will work with the California Energy Commission and other appropriate
agencies and public interest groups to more effectively use energy and encourage a variety of
energy efficiency programs. Thank you for the referral to the Energy Aware Planning Guide. As
more fully described on pages 3.4-29 through 3.4-30 of the RDEIR, key policies from the General
Plan 2030 Update designed to meet a variety of energy conservation goals are described. A
summary is provided below.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality, Land Use, and Public Facilities and
Services Elements

Environmental Resource Management Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the conservation of existing energy supplies include the following:
LU-7.15
Energy Conservation
LU Implementation Measure #24
AQ-3.5
Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12
PFS-5.9
Agricultural Waste

ERM-4.1
ERM-4.2
ERM-4.3
ERM-4.4
ERM-4.6

Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements
for Energy Conservation
Local and State Programs
Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
Renewable Energy

Letter A3. California Public Utilities Commission
Response to Comment A3-1:
The commenter’s summary of its role as a regulatory agency is noted. Please see Section 3.2 of the
RDEIR for a complete analysis of Traffic and Circulation. The transportation analysis considered
both existing rail facilities (see RDEIR Figure 3.2-3) as well as projected buildout of the proposed
General Plan.
Please also note that the proposed General Plan contains a number of policies and implementation
measures to avoid conflicts with rail facilities: Planning Framework Implementation Measure #38,
Policy AG-1.11, Specific Plan Content requirements (Table 4.3) which requires consideration of rail
facilities in Specific Plans, Scenic Landscapes Implementation Measure #15 requiring consultation
with the railroads, Policy HS-8.1 preventing encroachment of incompatible land uses on railroads,
Policy TC-2.5 (Railroad Corridor Preservation) and the associated Implementation Measure #16.

Response to Comment A3-2:
The commenter is directed to pages 3.2-32 through 3.2-33 of the RDEIR. Impact 3.2-2: “The
proposed project could result in substantial changes in accessibility to County-area railroad terminals
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and cargo transfer points” provides analysis specific to the issue of future population growth,
accessibility to railroad facilities, and public safety issues. Key policies from the General Plan 2030
Update designed to address a variety of railroad issues are summarized below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize transportation impacts through the establishment of design and LOS
standards for a variety of circulation, traffic, transit, and non-motorized transportation modes, include the following:
TC-1.6
TC-1.7
TC-1.8
TC-2.1

Intermodal Connectivity
Intermodal Freight Villages
Promoting Operational Efficiency
Rail Service

TC-2.2
Rail Improvements
TC-2.3
Amtrak Service
TC-2.4
High Speed Rail (HSR)
Implementation Measure #16

Transportation and Circulation Element

Land Use Element

Policies designed to integrate land use and circulation concepts during the early planning and design phases of Countywide
development to minimize land use conflicts include the following:
TC-2.5

Railroad Corridor Preservation

LU-5.4

Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

A number of at grade rail crossings current existing throughout the County. For individual projects
affecting railroad facilities, the County actively works with the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) and railroad service provides to address railroad safety issues at the time specific projects are
proposed in compliance with the policies discussed above and in Response to Comment A3-1. For
example, the County and the City of Tulare are currently working with the Union Pacific Railroad at
Betty Drive in Tulare County and Cartmill Avenue in the City of Tulare to develop additional grade
separations to improve vehicular and pedestrian safety. As more fully described in Master Response
#4, the General Plan 2030 Update is not proposing any specific new project that would affect a rail
road crossing at this time. However, at-grade crossings in other areas of Tulare County will be
assessed within the timeframe of this plan on an as-needed basis and will include safety considerations
consistent with County policies.
In consideration of the public safety issues described by the commenter, the County shall make
the following revisions to Policy TC-2.7 (identified as mitigation in the RDEIR) from the
Transportation and Circulation Element of the General Plan Policy Document:


TC-2.7 Rail Facilities and Existing Development. The County will work with the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to ensure that new railroad rights-of-way,
yards, or stations adjacent to existing residential or commercial areas are screened or
buffered to reduce noise, air, and visual impacts. Similarly, the County should coordinate
with the CPUC and railroad service providers to address railroad safety issues as part of
all future new development that affects local rail lines. Specific measures to be considered
and incorporated into the design of future projects affecting rail lines include, but are not
limited to, the installation of grade separations, warning signage, traffic signaling
improvements, vehicle parking prohibitions, installation of pedestrian-specific warning
devices, and the construction of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles. [New Policy –
Draft EIR Analysis and Final EIR].
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The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for this policy. This revision does not change the
analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment A3-3:
As described above in the response to Comment A3-2, the County will work with the CPUC and
railroad service providers to address the appropriate safety measures specific to individual projects
as they occur within the timeframe of the General Plan 2030 Update. The County has reviewed
your suggested “general categories of measures” listed below and concludes that none of the
measures address significant traffic and circulation impacts applicable to this General Plan update
amendment. The suggested measures will be forwarded to the appropriate County agencies for
future policy consideration and for potential future conditions of approval to fulfill the policies
discussed under Response to Comments A3-1 and A3-2 once specific projects are proposed. However
at this time, greater detail on site specific developments is not known which would allow for inclusion
of such measures.
The County understands the economic importance of rail transit and continues to be committed to
ensuring the safety of its citizens. However, the County also understands that rail travel is regulated
by other agencies outside of the County’s control. The County understands the PUC’s role as it
relates to activities that may affect rail crossings. During the review of future projects and Specific
Plans the City will review the rail safety issues related to new development and continue to coordinate
with the CPUC as appropriate. In consideration of this comment, the County shall incorporate a
new policy (Policy TC-2.7 “Railroad Safety”) as more fully described above in the response to
Comment A3-2.

Response to Comment A3-4:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment A3-5:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Letter A4. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Response to Comment A4-1:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.
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Letter A5. California Department of Conservation
Response to Comment A5-1:
Comment regarding the summary of responsibilities of the California Department of Conservation is
noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response
required.

Response to Comment A5-2:
The County appreciates the Department of Conservation’s support of their strategy to address
agricultural resources (including important farmland issues). Policy AG-1.6 “Conservation
Easements” identified as mitigation in the RDEIR will be modified as follows pursuant to the
concerns raised by this and other commenters:


AG-1.6 Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation
Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including
“Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require payment
of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for
conservation conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available,
Tthe ACEP may shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of statewide
significance (Prime or other Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary for the
preservation of agricultural land, including land that may be part of a community separator
as part of a comprehensive program to establish community separators. The in-lieu fee
or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the importance of land value and
shall require equivalent mitigation. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]

The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for this policy. This revision does not change the
analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment A5-3:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Letter A6. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Response to Comment A6-1:
The comment letter forwarded by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research is an update to
Comment Letter A4; please see the responses to Comment Letter A4 above.
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Letter A7. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Response to Comment A7-1:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. Please see
Master Response #2 and the responses to A7-3 through A7-26 below.

Response to Comment A7-2:
Consistent with existing practice, all future development affecting a State Route will be sent to
Caltrans for review.

Response to Comment A7-3:
The County is currently developing a Tulare County Traffic Impact Fee Study to account for new
growth and added congestion. Consistent with County policy, Traffic Impact Studies (TIS) will
be required for any project that produces more than 100 peak hour trips if fee program is not
adopted. Additionally, please see Master Response #4 regarding level of detail and Response to
Comment A7-6 for discussion of CEQA requirements regarding existing conditions.

Response to Comment A7-4:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is not
proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the County
will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate as allowed by law for all projects that affect a
State roadway or highway. Additionally, the County requires traffic studies for major developments
along the state highway corridors. Route Concept Reports describing the ultimate right of way will be
considered during the review process for specific projects. Traffic impacts and mitigation measures
are analyzed in RDEIR Section 3.2, Traffic and Circulation.

Response to Comment A7-5:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. Additionally, local agencies (including the County of Tulare) have adopted
their own level of service (LOS) policies that they consider for projects affecting roadways within
their jurisdiction. The County has discretion to provide its own LOS and transportation related
policies in the General Plan (Policies TC-1.1 through TC-1.19); (See Sierra Club v. City of
Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 543-545).1 However, the County will continue to consider
Caltrans LOS standards for all state facilities.

Response to Comment A7-6:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
1 See also CEQA Guidelines Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (December 2009) page 76 and 93: “the

lead agency has discretion to choose its own metric of analysis of impacts to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways…” Available at: http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf
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County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway.
While population growth and the associated development under the horizon year (2030) of the
General Plan are reasonably foreseeable, development on any particular parcel is largely
speculative (See Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th
351). It would therefore be premature to adopt measures for specific roadway segments until
actual parcel specific development is proposed. However as discussed in the RDEIR, the County
has assumed a number of roadway improvements as part of the traffic analysis and has included a
number of policies to help mitigate impacts from future development.
The widening of State Route 198, between State Route 99 and State Route 43 (Kings County)
includes improvements to local grade separations and at-grade intersections with frontage roads.
This project has been approved and is currently within the development stage of the process. The
County acknowledges the various transportation improvements identified by Caltrans and as shown
in Table 3.2-3 (see page 3.2-22 of the RDEIR or below), the traffic analysis for the General Plan
2030 Update has been conducted consistent with the TCAG model, which includes several related
improvements. The planned improvements are consistent with Tulare County’s Regional
Transportation Plan, which is defined as a financially constrained regional transportation plan.
TABLE 3.2-3
TULARE COUNTY ROADWAY/INTERCHANGE CONSTRUCTION

Roadway

Segment (Improvement)

Target Dates
(Begin/End)

SR 65

North Grand Avenue Interchange (New Interchange)
Kern County Line – SR 190 (2E to 4E)
Cedar Avenue – SR 198 (2C to 4E)
Scranton Avenue (2C to 4E)

2025
2006 to 2015
2015 to 2021
2008 to 2011

SR 99

Goshen Overhead (4 to 6 Lanes)
Prosperity Avenue - Goshen Overhead (4 to 6 Lanes)
Avenue 200 – Prosperity Avenue (4 to 6 Lanes)
South of Tipton – Avenue 200 (4 to 6 Lanes)
Kern County - South of Tipton (4 to 6 Lanes)
Commercial Avenue (Construct Interchange)
Betty Drive (Interchange Improvements)
Caldwell Avenue (Widen on/off ramps)
Cartmill Avenue (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Paige Avenue (Interchange Improvements)
South County Interchanges (Minor Widening/Safety Improvements)

2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2018
2012
2015
2012
2022
2015

SR 190

SR 99 to SR 65 (Passing Lanes)
SR 99 to SR 65 (4 to 6 Lanes)
Main Street (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)

2020
2030
2025

SR 198

SR 99 to Kings County Line (2C to 4E/4F)
Road 80 at Plaza Drive (Modify Interchange)
Shirk Street (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Akers Street (Minor Widening/Safety Improvements)
Downtown Visalia Corridor (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Lovers Lane (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Avenue 148 (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)

2013
2011
2018
2018
2018
2018
2025

SOURCE: County of Tulare, 2010 Background Report (Table 5-4, page 5-20), 2010a.
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In addition to acknowledging these various planned transportation improvements, the proposed
General Plan 2030 Update addresses its traffic effects through a combination of policies and
physical improvements. Policies and implementation measures to reduce this impact are
identified in the RDEIR and include the following:
Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize transportation impacts through the establishment of design and LOS
standards for a variety of circulation, traffic, transit, and non-motorized transportation modes, include the following:
TC-1.1
TC-1.2
TC-1.3
TC-1.4
TC-1.5
TC-1.6
TC-1.8
TC-1.9
TC-1.10
TC-1.11

Provision of an Adequate Public Road Network
County Improvement Standards
Regional Coordination
Funding Sources
Public Road System Maintenance
Intermodal Connectivity
Promoting Operational Efficiency
Highway Completion
Urban Interchanges
Regionally Significant Intersections

TC-1.13

Land Dedication for Roadways and Other
Travel Modes
TC-1.14
Roadway Facilities
TC-1.15
Traffic Impact Study
TC-1.16
County LOS Standards
TC-1.17
Level of Service Coordination
TC-1.18
Balanced System
TC-1.19
Balanced Funding
Implementation Measure #1 through #18

Transportation and Circulation Element

Land Use Element

Policies designed to integrate land use and circulation concepts during the early planning and design phases of Countywide
development to minimize land use conflicts include the following:
TC-1.3
TC-1.7
TC-1.12
TC-1.13

Regional Coordination
Intermodal Freight Villages
Scenic Highways and Roads
Land Dedication for Roadways and Other
Travel Modes

LU-1.10
LU-4.4
LU-5.4

Roadway Access
Travel-Oriented Tourist Commercial Uses
Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

Of specific importance are the following implementation measures which reference a variety of
regional transportation and planning efforts and highlight the County’s commitment to these
efforts:


Transportation and Circulation Implementation Measure #7. The County shall coordinate
with TCAG during their update to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). [New
Implementation Measure].



Transportation and Circulation Implementation Measure #12. The County shall
coordinate with Caltrans and TCAG on planning, engineering, and advanced design of
State highway projects including future routes, such as the Highway 65 extension.

Please also note that CEQA requires identification of significant impacts from the proposed project
(See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 and 15126.2). The roadway segments impacted by the proposed
project are identified in RDEIR Table 3.2-7. However, the comment references a number of existing
deficiencies and potential improvements which are not based upon the proposed project’s impacts
(Comments A7-6 through A7-12). While these improvements will be considered by the County,
these existing issues are beyond the scope of the RDEIR and the project to solve (See Watsonville
Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required
to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry
Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010
S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42); 190 Cal.App.4th 324).
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Response to Comment A7-7:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. The commenter is directed to the various responses prepared for Letter A3
regarding coordination with the California Public Utilities Commission and railroad safety issues.
Please also note that the TCAG model used for the analysis included the existing rail crossings
and therefore their effects on vehicular traffic. It should also be noted that the 12th Avenue/State
Route 198 interchange is in Kings County. The RDEIR also lists future roadway improvements in
Table 3.2-3 and are also described above in the response to Comment A7-6.

Response to Comment A7-8:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. The County concurs with Caltrans regarding the need to acknowledge and
address the traffic improvements identified in the comment. Consistent with County policy, future
planning efforts for these and other necessary transportation projects will be considered as part of
the Tulare Council of Government’s (TCAG) Regional Transportation Plan. However, please
note that these are existing issues and note impacts of the proposed project. The RDEIR also lists
future roadway and interchange improvements in Table 3.2-3 and 3.2-5, which are also described
above in the response to Comment A7-6.

Response to Comment A7-9:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. Peak hour or signal warrant analyses are typically analyzed as part of
specific development projects. The commenter is directed to the existing project underway that
seeks to widen Avenue 80 (State Route 198 to Avenue 416) from 2 to 4 lanes.

Response to Comment A7-10:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. The commenter is reminded that the intersections described in the comment
are within the jurisdiction of the City of Tulare. The County of Tulare will partner with the City
of Tulare and Caltrans to identify necessary improvements as warranted.

Response to Comment A7-11:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
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County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. TCAG has indicated that there are no dedicated funds for improvements at
the intersection that is the focus of this comment. According to Caltrans guidelines, funding
sources must be identified in order to proceed with the Project Study Report (PSR). Therefore, no
future improvements have been identified as this time. It is likely that any future widening of
State Route 99 to six lanes would consider this interchange.

Response to Comment A7-12:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. At the general plan level, the County understands the importance of
including adequate policies designed to address the future planning and financing of roadway
infrastructure. The commenter is directed to the Transportation and Circulation Element of the
General Plan 2030 Update which includes the following implementation measures designed to
address future transportation infrastructure fees:


Implementation Measure #2. The County shall develop an impact fee program to offset
the cost of development and maintenance of the County roadway system as necessitated
by new development [New Program].



Implementation Measure #5. The County shall require new subdivisions to join or
create an assessment district for maintaining public roads installed with the development
[Existing Policy Tulare County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2005-0519]

While population growth and the associated development under the horizon year (2030) of the
General Plan are reasonably foreseeable, development on any particular parcel is largely speculative
(see Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351). It would
therefore be premature to adopt measures for specific roadway segments until actual parcel specific
development is proposed. However as discussed in the RDEIR, the County has included a number
of policies to help mitigate impacts from future development.

Response to Comment A7-13:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation and enforceability
of the General Plan, and Master Response #4 for discussion of the level of detail required in the
General Plan and the RDEIR. As described in those responses, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. The County has completed and is in the process of adopting the Tulare
County Traffic Impact Fee Study concurrent with adoption of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment A7-14:
Comment noted. Existing codified ordinances are available online at
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/tularecounty/. Please see Master Response #3 and #7 for
discussion of future implementation measures and ordinances. This commenter’s request for a copy of
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the County’s Zoning Ordinance does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment A7-15:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. As previously stated, the County understands its role with Caltrans
facilities. All development near state highway facilities will follow the standards and regulations
as identified by Caltrans.

Response to Comment A7-16:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2003 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. Additionally, as previously described, development near state highway
facilities (including interchanges) will follow the standards and regulations as identified by
Caltrans, including financial and right of way considerations.

Response to Comment A7-17:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. As previously described in the response to Comment A7-16, development
near state highway facilities will follow the standards and regulations as identified by Caltrans
and the County anticipates working with Caltrans on specific access issues and auxiliary lanes
related to the highway system.

Response to Comment A7-18:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. As appropriate, the County anticipates addressing noise and other important
environmental considerations as specific projects are considered including those that affect a
State roadway or highway.

Response to Comment A7-19:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. The County has and will continue to participate in the San Joaquin Valley
Regional Blueprint process.
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Response to Comment A7-20:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. The County has and will continue to work with Caltrans on the
encroachment permit process as necessary.

Response to Comment A7-21:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. As indicated in the RDEIR and the Background Report for the General Plan
2030 Update, public transportation is provided by Tulare County Area Transit (TCAT) and within
the cities of Dinuba, Tulare, Porterville, Visalia and Woodlake. Federal Transit Administration
funds are used to finance most of the expenses and short and long range transit plans are required
by the FTA. Regional transit routes are also provided by TCAT and the Sequoia Shuttle. The
Transportation and Circulation Element of the General Plan 2030 Update includes the following
policies and implementation measures that support the various transit concepts identified in the
comment:


Policy TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public Transit. The County
shall encourage land uses that generate higher ridership including; high density
residential, employment centers, schools, personal services, administrative and
professional offices, and social/recreational centers, to be clustered within a convenient
walking distance of one another [New Policy].



Policy TC-4.5 Transit Coordination. The County shall encourage regional coordination
to facilitate improved connectivity between County and city operated transit systems and
other transportation modes [New Policy].



Policy TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development. The County shall promote the reservation
of transit stops in conjunction with development projects in likely or potential locations
for future transit facilities [New Policy].



Implementation Measure #19. The County shall work annually with TCAG to program
transit projects through the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) and
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) [New Program].



Implementation Measure #20. The County shall work with transit system operators to
develop a “Fast Pass” type system that allows for seamless transfers between transit
systems within the County [New Program].

Response to Comment A7-22:
Please see Master Response #4. As described in that response, the General Plan 2030 Update is
not proposing any specific new development or redevelopment project at this time. However, the
County will continue to coordinate with Caltrans as appropriate for all projects that affect a State
roadway or highway. Similar to the response prepared for Comment A7-21, the Air Quality and
Transportation and Circulation elements of the General Plan 2030 Update includes the following
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policies and implementation measures that support trip reducing and alternatives transportation
concepts:


Policy AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs. The County shall
coordinate and provide support for County Transportation Demand Management
programs with other public and private agencies, including programs developed by the
TCAG and the SJVAPCD [New Policy].



Policy AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations. The County shall encourage
commercial, retail, and residential developments to participate in or create Transportation
Management Associations (TMAs) that may assist in the reduction of pollutants through
strategies that support carpooling or other alternative transportation modes [New Policy].



Policy AQ-2.5 Ridesharing. The County shall continue to encourage ridesharing
programs such as employer-based rideshare programs [New Policy].



Policy TC-5.1 Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System. The County shall coordinate with
TCAG and other agencies to develop a Countywide integrated multi-purpose trail system
that provides a linked network with access to recreational, cultural, and employment
facilities, as well as offering a recreational experience apart from that available at
neighborhood and community parks [New Policy].



Policy TC-5.2 Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning and Development. The
County shall consider incorporating facilities for non-motorized users, such as bike
routes, sidewalks, and trails when constructing or improving transportation facilities and
when reviewing new development proposals. For developments with 50 or more dwelling
units or non-residential projects with an equivalent travel demand, the feasibility of such
facilities shall be evaluated [New Policy].



Policy TC-5.5 Facilities. The County shall require the inclusion of bicycle support
facilities, such as bike racks, for new major commercial or employment locations [New
Policy].



Policy TC-5.6 Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan. The County shall identify
Countywide recreational and commuter bicycle routes and update the Tulare County
Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan as appropriate [New Policy].



Policy TC-5.7 Designated Bike Paths. The County shall support the creation and
development of designated bike paths adjacent to or separate from commute corridors
[New Policy].



Policy TC-5.8 Multi-Use Trails. The County shall encourage the development of multiuse corridors (such as hiking, equestrian, and mountain biking) in open space areas, along
power line transmission corridors, utility easements, rivers, creeks, abandoned railways,
and irrigation canals [New Policy].

Response to Comment A7-23:
The County agrees with Caltrans concerns regarding climate change. Consequently, the County
has prepared (and circulated) a climate action plan as part of the General Plan 2030 Update. In
addition, the General Plan 2030 Update includes a number of policies and implementation
measures designed to reduce future GHG emissions. Please see Master Response #10 for
additional detail regarding climate change and the County’s approach to addressing this important
issue through the General Plan 2030 Update process.
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Furthermore the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established community
areas, as discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25 to help reduce
VMT. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the
Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment A7-24:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment A7-25:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment A7-26:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Letter A8. California Department of Justice – Attorney General Office
Response to Comment A8-1:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment A8-2:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the general plan’s enforceability is noted. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation and enforceability
of the General Plan, and Master Response #4 for discussion of the level of detail required in the
General Plan and the RDEIR.
As discussed in these Master Responses, the General Plan consists of a statement of development
policies and includes diagrams and text setting forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan
proposals (see Gov. Code §65302). These policies and objectives are then implemented by the
County and its Staff through various other actions, such as the adoption of new zoning ordinances
which are more detailed and specific. In other instances, such as the adoption of subdivisions, the
projects are reviewed by the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, and various other County
agencies and staff, for consistency with the General Plan (see Gov. Code §§ 65359, 65400, 65455,
and 65860). Some of these actions, such as the adoption or revisions to County Ordinances, are
outlined in the “Implementation” Sections of the proposed General Plan. However this is not an
exclusive list of implementation measures. While the County has listed numerous implementation
measures in the General Plan, and noted in the RDEIR, it is simply not feasible to list every
potential implementation measure which will be adopted over the 20 year horizon of the General Plan,
nor provide the text of every potential ordinances that will be adopted as a result of General Plan
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implementation. Were the County to provide this level of detail for every policy at this time, it
would essentially have to re-write large portions of the County’s area and community plans,
ordinances, regulations, etc. This would be a feat that is infeasible to accomplish within a reasonable
period of time, but will be an ongoing process.
As discussed in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) General Plan Guidelines,
“given the long-term nature of a general plan, its diagrams and text should be general enough to
allow a degree of flexibility in decision-making as times change”(Office of Planning and Research
2003 General Plan Guidelines, page 14). This language in the General Plan policies is used to
maintain this flexibility in the event unforeseen circumstances. While some of the policies may
have some flexibility (i.e., “should,” “encourage,” etc…), CEQA does not require the County to
assume a worst case scenario (i.e. that they will not be implemented); (Towards Responsibility in
Planning v. City Council (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d 671; Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of
Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437; CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15358; see similar
NEPA requirements Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council (1989) 490 U.S. 332).
Similarly, flexibility is needed on each of the three diverse geographical areas of the Country
(valley, foothill, and mountain) to address the peculiarities of specific parcels and specific projects
as they are proposed. The County will need to balance numerous planning, environmental, and policy
considerations in the General Plan based upon the specific parcels of land and projects and their
locations. Mandatory language or outright bans on development in certain areas suggested in
comment letters while beneficial for one resource area, could potentially have unintended consequences
for other resources areas. While the County has addressed these impacts to the greatest extent
feasible in the RDEIR, there could be unknown circumstances and parcels of property with peculiar
features which warrant some flexibility. For example, an outright ban on development on an unknown
parcel in a flood zone could force development into other areas with greater geologic hazards, fire
hazards, or force development into critical habitat or result in suburban sprawl thereby increasing
impacts to other resources areas. Flexibility is needed to allow decision makers to balance all of
these concerns once specific projects on specific parcels are proposed.
Furthermore, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum. All of the goals and policies
have been proposed as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General Plan); (for example
see the Table on RDEIR page 3.6-39). Rather these policies will be interpreted in relationship to
the other goals, policies, and implementation measures contained in the General Plan which provide
additional clarity on how they will be implemented and the goals and standards by which they
will be achieved.

Response to Comment A8-3:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.
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Response to Comment A8-4:
The commenter provides general comments. The commenter is referred to Response to Comments
A8-2, and A8-5 through A8-18. The commenter also alleges inadequacies in implementing the
County’s Goals. The comment is directed to Master Response #3 which discusses how the General
Plan will be implemented.
The comment also states that “where the Plan and DEIR are deficient in the same manner as noted
previously [i.e. the April 14, 2008 DEIR comments], we hereby incorporate our previous comments
into this comment letter.” The commenter is directed to Master Response #2. As noted therein the
proposed General Plan has been revised heavily, including the addition of a draft Climate Action Plan.
Furthermore, the RDEIR was recirculated in its entirety and the public and State Agencies were given
the opportunity to comment on the new RDEIR and General Plan. While the County appreciates the
effort put into the previous comments and used these comments in drafting the current draft General
Plan and RDEIR, these comments were made on a different project and on a different EIR.

Response to Comment A8-5:
Comments specific to the general legal requirements of a general plan are noted. Please see
Response to Comment A8-2 and Master Response #3. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment A8-6:
Comments specific to the general legal requirements of CEQA are noted. The comment is also
directed to Master Response #3 and #4. This comment does not address the content or adequacy
of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comments A8-7
The commenter is directed to Response to Comment A8-2 and Master Responses #3 and #4
regarding General Plan implementation, enforceability, and level of detail.
The comment states that the General Plan “declines to set any criteria for determining where such
growth will be permitted and in what density…” This is incorrect. The General Plan provides
standards of population density and building intensity, consistent with Government Code requirements,
starting on page 4-3 of General Plan, Part I. In particular Tables 4.1 and 4.2 provide minimum lot
sizes, dwelling units per acre (DU/Acre), and maximum floor area ratios (FAR) for the General Plan
land use designations throughout the County (see similar discussion starting on RDEIR on page 2-17).
General Plan Figure 4-1 is a diagram tool that shows all of the planning areas in the County. Many
of the building intensities can be obtained by reviewing this figure as well as Figure 4-1. However,
as noted in Master Response #5, the Land Use Diagram of the County consists of many diagrams
divided into geographical regions and areas. Figure 4-1 and Table 4-2 point the reader to the correct
“Planning” area within the County (i.e. a reader looking at a project within the FGMP area the
reader must look to Part II Chapter 3 Foothill Growth Management Plan for the Land Use Diagram
and boundaries). Where no plan existed prior to this Update, designations were adopted to fill in
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these land use designation gaps (i.e. Hamlets, Mountain Service Centers, Federal and State Areas,
the Tule River Indian Reservation, etc). Please see the individual area descriptions below. This
approach is consistent with Government Code Section 65301 [“The General Plan may be adopted
in any format deemed appropriate or convenient by the legislative body, including the combing of
elements. The legislative body may adopt all or part of a plan of another public agency in
satisfaction of all or part of the requirements of Section 65302…”].
The existing Part III Plans are not being updated as a part of the General Plan 2030 updated. Their
land use boundaries, designations, density and intensity will be found within said existing plan.
Furthermore, the County has existing zoning regulations which provide an even greater level of
detail. While some of these zoning ordinances/regulations will be revised consistent with the General
Plan implementation measures and Government Code requirements (Government Code 65400),
most of these revisions will strengthen existing regulations. However it is not possible to provide
every potential implementation measure or regulation resulting from the General Plan, as discussed
in Master Response #3. Furthermore, the legislature recognized that General Plan implementation
will take time, as discussed under Government Code Section 65400 [“After the legislative body
has adopted all or part of a general plan, the planning agency shall…investigate and make
recommendations to the legislative body regarding reasonable and practical means for implementing
the general plan …”]. The County provided many implementation measures in the proposed General
Plan prior to adoption (see General Plan “Work/Plan Implementation Measures” discussion at the
end of each Component in Part I). Additional implementation measures will be developed after
adoption of a General Plan.
The comment also raises concerns regarding “New Towns” (including planned communities) and
“Corridor Plans.” As discussed in the General Plan, Part I, pages 1-2, and 2-3, the General Plan
contains a hierarchy of planning documents. The referenced policies for New Towns (planned
communities) and Corridor Plans are procedures for the creation of more area specific plans which
would be included in Part III of the General Plan. This type of planning methodology is similar to
that provided in the Government Code for the creation of a Specific Plans (Government Code Section
65450 et seq.). However creation of procedures to evaluate future proposals does not necessitate
environmental review because no New Towns (planned communities) or Corridor Plans are currently
proposed as part of this General Plan Update.
The Board of Supervisors adopted a planned community zone ordinance in 2007 which provides
regulatory procedures by which large land areas can be planned, zoned, developed, serviced, and
administered as individually integrated communities. The General Plan 2030 Update includes policies
to provide criteria for planned communities in Part I Planning Framework Chapter Section 5 (New
Towns). The planned community area land use designation is included in Part I Land Use Chapter
4. This designation when applied in the future in site specific development will provide the means
for comprehensive planning for long term community development on large tracts of land, typically
under unified ownership or development control, which requires a minimum of 200 contiguous
acres and allows for master planning where a community plan typically does not currently exist.
Planned communities must be in compliance with Policy PF 5.2-13 which requires that a future
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Planned Community must be consistent with an associated area plan. Proposed General Plan 2030
Update Goal PF-5 policies address development of new towns (planned communities). These policies
direct the County to discourage haphazard development, and to consider how such future planned
communities would affect the area as whole, and other policies and proposals of the General Plan,
including preservation of the agricultural economic base. Policy PF-5-2 includes a criterion that
such communities should not cause any conversion of Prime Farmland, if Farmland of State wide
Importance or of lesser quality is available and suitable for development. Nevertheless, as discussed
above, conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses is considered a significant,
unavoidable impact of the proposed General Plan 2030 Update.
Additionally, any such future proposals will have separate environmental review under CEQA.
As an example, the commenter is directed to Master Response #11, which provides background
on the Yokohl Ranch Project. While this project is considered a “New Town”, the entitlements
for the Yokohl Ranch Project are not included and will not be considered for approval as part of
the General Plan 2030 Update. The Yokohl Ranch Company has filed an individual general plan
application (GPA 07-002) with the County that will be considered on a separate timing track
independent of the General Plan 2030 Update. The Yokohl Ranch project will be subject to a
program and project level EIR which will be circulated in the future on a separate timing track.
The referenced New Town (planned community) procedures are discussed in General Plan, Part I,
Section 2.5, page 2-67. Similarly, Corridor Framework Plans establish policies that will guide the
potential adoption of Corridor Plan areas within the County (See General Plan, Part I, pages 1-7;
Part II, Sections 2.1 and 2.2). Further analysis of impacts of a new town (planned community) or
corridor plan are not proposed at this time and would be inappropriate for analysis at this
planning level. Please see Master Response #3.

Response to Comments A8-8:
The commenter is directed to Response to Comment A8-2, A8-7, and Master Response #3. As
discussed in these comments individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum. For example,
the comment references Policy PF-1.1[“The County shall strive to maintain distinct urban edges
for all unincorporated communities…”]. This policy must be read in conjunction with the other
related policies which provide less flexible language. For example Policy PF-1.2 provides that
“The County shall ensure that urban development only takes place in the following areas: (1)
within incorporated cities and County adopted City UDB’s; (2) Within the UDBs of adjacent
cities in other counties, unincorporated communities, planned areas, and HDB’s of hamlets; (3)
Within foothill development corridors as determined by procedures set forth in Foothill Growth
Management Plan; (4) Within areas set aside for urban use in the Mountain Framework Plan and
the mountain sub-area plans; and (5) Within other areas suited for non-agricultural development,
as determined by the procedures set forth in the Rural Valley Lands Plan [Urban Boundaries
Element, as amended]” (Emphasis Added).
Furthermore, as discussed in the Master Response #3, the County must maintain some flexibility
which provides the County discretion to make choices based upon site specific considerations
which would not be accomplished if every Goal and Policy were mandatory.
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Response to Comments A8-9:
Please see Response to Comment A8-2, A8-7, A8-8, and Master Response #3.
The commenter suggests that the County should consider a policy that includes development
phasing so that land is not developed until available infill (areas in or adjacent to developed areas)
have been used to the maximum extent feasible. As currently proposed, the General Plan 2030
Update contains the following policies and implementation measures designed to cluster
development and provide for infill opportunities similar to those concerns identified by the
commenter:
Planning Framework Element


Policy PF-1.2 Location of Urban Development. The County shall ensure that urban
development only takes place in the following areas:
1. Within incorporated cities and County Adopted City UDBs;
2. Within the UDBs of adjacent cities in other counties, unincorporated communities,
planned community areas, and HDBs of hamlets;
3. Within foothill development corridors as determined by procedures set forth in
Foothill Growth Management Plan;
4. Within areas set aside for urban use in the Mountain Framework Plan and the
mountain sub-area plans; and
5. Within other areas suited for non-agricultural development, as determined by the
procedures set forth in the Rural Valley Lands Plan [Urban Boundaries Element, as
amended].



Policy PF-2.2 Modification of Community UDB.
1. The County may consider modification to a community UDB under the following
circumstances:


The location of the UDB shall be evaluated during preparation or update of a
community plan.



All community UDBs should be reviewed on a five-year cycle to reflect changes
in growth and development patterns.



A request for expansion of the UDB boundary can be applied for as part of a
General Plan Amendment to the Land Use Diagram.



At the request of a special district or the community.



A UDB should be considered for expansion at such time as land for infill
becomes limited. This condition is considered satisfied when 80 percent of the
non-Williamson Act land within the UDB is developed for urban uses.



UDBs should not be expanded onto Prime Farmland if Farmland of Statewide
Importance or of lesser quality is available and suitable for expansion.
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2. Prior to approval of a UDB boundary expansion, the County shall ensure that
infrastructure can be provided to service the new areas added to the UDB and that
sufficient water supplies are also available. This may require preparation of an
infrastructure master plan that includes methods of financing of improvements and
maintenance, as well as representation/documentation of availability and sufficiency
of long-term water supplies.
3. Preservation of productive agricultural lands shall be the highest priority when
considering modifications. Expansion of a UDB to include additional agricultural
land shall only be allowed when other non-agricultural lands are not reasonably
available to the community or suitable for expansion.


Policy PF-3.2 Modification of HDB - Hamlet.
1. The County may consider modification of a HDB under any of the following
circumstances:


All HDBs should be reviewed on a five-year cycle to reflect changes in growth
and development patterns.



A request for expansion can be applied for as part of a subdivision or specific
plan proposal, or at the request of a special district or Hamlet. A request for
expansion of the HDB can be applied for as part of a General Plan Amendment
to the Land Use Diagram.



An HDB should be considered for expansion at such time as land for infill
becomes limited. This condition is considered satisfied when 80 percent of the
non-Williamson Act land within the HDB is developed.



HDBs should not be expanded onto Prime Farmland if Farmland of Statewide
Importance or of lesser quality is available and suitable for expansion.

2. Prior to approval of a HDB expansion, the County shall ensure that appropriate
infrastructure can be provided to serve the new areas added to the HDB and that
sufficient water supplies are available. If the expansion pushes the hamlet towards a
community classification, an infrastructure master plan for the hamlet should be
prepared to plan and finance community water and sewer services, and
representation/documentation of availability and sufficiency of long-term water
supplies should be provided.
3. Preservation of productive agricultural lands shall be the highest priority when
considering modifications. Expansion of a HDB to include additional agricultural
land shall only be allowed when other non-agricultural lands are not available to the
community for expansion.
4. All changes to a HDB shall require a General Plan amendment [Urban Boundaries
Element; I. Urban Development Policies; Goal 1; Policy 1.2] [Urban Boundaries
Element Amendment (88-01); 1988, Modified] [Urban Boundaries Element; Chapter
IV; B. Planning Policies; Implementation Program B-4].
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Land Use Element


Policy LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities.
The County shall promote the principles of smart growth and healthy communities in
UDBs and HDBs, including:


Creating walkable neighborhoods,



Providing a mix of residential densities,



Creating a strong sense of place,



Mixing land uses,



Directing growth toward existing communities,



Building compactly,



Discouraging sprawl,



Encouraging infill,



Preserving open space,



Creating a range of housing opportunities and choices,



Utilizing planned community zoning to provide for the orderly pre-planning and
long term development of large tracks of land which may contain a variety of
land uses, but are under unified ownership or development control, and



Encouraging connectivity between new and existing development [New Policy]
[Board of Supervisors, November 2005, September 2007].



Policy LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development. The County shall encourage and provide
incentives for infill development to occur in communities and hamlets within or adjacent
to existing development in order to maximize the use of land within existing urban areas,
minimize the conversion of existing agricultural land, and minimize environmental
concerns associated with new development [New Policy].



Policy LU-5.4 Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use. The County shall encourage
the infill of existing industrial areas and ensure that proposed industrial uses will not
result in significant harmful impacts to adjacent land uses [New Policy] [Board of
Supervisors, November 2005]



Land Use Implementation Measure 3. During preparation of the Zoning Ordinance and
Land Development Regulations, the County shall consider appropriate incentives to
encourage smart growth implementation, including but not limited to such factors as
infill, densification, transportation alternatives, provision of public amenities, and
commercial standards [New Program].



Land Use Implementation Measure 7. The County shall develop a set of criteria to
determine whether proposed projects are infill developments and develop a set of
incentive programs for infill projects located within UDBs [New Program].



Land Use Implementation Measure 8. The County shall develop and maintain a GIS
based database of infill sites and encourage new development to occur on the identified
sites [New Program].
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Land Use Implementation Measure 9. The County shall create a program to
consolidate infill sites when permits are sought for development and shall require access
to public roads be present or secured prior to development [New Program].

Air Quality Element


Policy AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment. The County shall identify opportunities for
infill development projects near employment areas within all unincorporated
communities and hamlets to reduce vehicle trips [New Policy].



Air Quality Implementation Measure 11. The County shall identify opportunities for
infill sites in all new community updates, hamlet plans, and redevelopment project area
plans as they are prepared over time [New Program].

Public Facilities and Services Element


Policy PFS-1.15 Efficient Expansion. The County shall provide incentives for infill
projects where an efficient expansion of the infrastructure delivery system is fully funded
[New Policy].



PFS Implementation Measure 4. For infill projects which include improvements to
infrastructure, the County shall offer incentives including but not limited to density
bonuses, CEQA exemptions, and financial assistance through redevelopment or
Community Development Block Grants [New Program].

The comment also suggests that the General Plan 2030 Update also include policies that address
coordination between the County and the cities in its jurisdiction to help influence where future
growth will occur. As currently proposed, the General Plan 2030 Update includes a number of
policies that have been developed to foster “city-centered growth”. These are described on pages
2-9 and 2-10 of the RDEIR, with the summary table provided below:
TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF POLICIES (SECTION 2.4 – CITIES) FROM PLANNING FRAMEWORK ELEMENT
PF-4.1

CACUABs for Cities

PF-4.15

Urban Improvement Areas for Cities

PF-4.2

CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning Area

PF-4.16

Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties

PF-4.3

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs

PF-4.17

Cooperation with Individual Cities

PF-4.4

Planning in CACUDBs

PF-4.18

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUDB

PF-4.5

Spheres of Influence

PF-4.19

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB

PF-4.6

Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries

PF-4.20

Application of a Checklist to control
Development in a CACUDB

PF-4.7

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

PF-4.21

Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control
Development in a CACUAB

PF-4.8

General Plan Designations Within City UDBs

PF-4.22

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB

PF-4.9

Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs

PF-4.23

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB

PF-4.10

City Design Standards

PF-4.24

Annexations to a City within the CACUDB

PF-4.11

Transition to Agricultural Use

PF-4.25

Sphere of Influence Criteria

PF-4.12

Compatible Project Design

PF-4.26

City 50 Year Growth Boundaries

PF-4.13

Coordination with Cities on Development
Proposals

PF-4.27

Impacts of Development within the County on
City Facilities

PF-4.14

Revenue Sharing
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In addition, the County is considering the following change that addresses “in-fill” development
to Policy PF-4.6 to address


Policy PF-4.6 Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries. While the County supports
infill development prior to the development of new towns, when the County is
considering the outward expansion of County adopted city UDBs, the following criteria
shall be encouraged:
o

The city has demonstrated a need for additional territory after documenting a good
faith effort to implement programs for infill development and/or increased efficiency
of development and minimize conversion of agricultural lands.

o

UDBs should not be expanded onto Prime Farmland if Farmland of Statewide
Importance or of lesser quality is available and suitable for expansion.

o

Emphasis shall be placed upon reasonable expectations for the provision of urban
services within the next twenty years as reflected in LAFCo’s Municipal Service
Reviews when determining the location of UDBs [New Policy].

Response to Comments A8-10:
The commenter suggests that the RDEIR did not provide a sufficiently detailed project description.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 provides that project description “should not supply extensive
detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” Consistent
with CEQA requirements the RDEIR describes the proposed project in the Project Description
(Section 2.0) and includes text of the General Plan in Appendix C. The RDEIR goes on to describe
the secondary indirect effects associated with Buildout and Population Growth under the proposed
General Plan starting on RDEIR page 2-24. As discussed in Master Response #4, this is a program
level EIR and the level of detail provided in the project description is appropriate. The comment
also requests that the County determine where the actual development can occur, and the timeframe
for that development. While population growth and the associated development under the horizon
year (2030) of the General Plan is reasonably foreseeable, development on any particular parcel is
largely speculative (see Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th
351). However, the RDEIR Table 2-11 (RDEIR page 2-25) provides population growth and
distribution assumptions and the location of these areas can be viewed in RDEIR Figure 2-2. The
commenter is also referred to Master Response #5.
CEQA requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d)).
As a corollary to this rule, CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are too remote or
speculative. It is appropriate to discuss reasonably foreseeable growth at the horizon year of the
proposed project; impacts beyond this time frame are highly speculative. As discussed in In re
Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th
1143, 1173, over a 30-year period, it is “impracticable to foresee with certainty specific source of
water and their impacts…” Similarly, for the proposed project, maximum theoretical buildout
would not occur, if ever, until the year 2023 (see Master Response #5). It is not possible to determine
how development will occur beyond the project’s horizon year in the year 2023. The approach
taken in the RDEIR is consistent with OPR’s 2003 General Plan Guidelines, which states that
most jurisdictions select a 15 to 20 year planning horizon. This approach is also consistent with
recent CEQA case law (see Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th
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1437 [holding the DEIR did not need to assume second dwelling unit [theoretical buildout] would
be constructed even though allowed by zoning].
The comment states that “the plan itself does not direct and control growth, the DEIR relied on
market driven projections.” This is incorrect. The General Plan 2030 Update contains a number of
policies to limit and focus development. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17,
2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan 2030 Update focuses future growth within and around
established community areas, such as in UDBs and UABs. Many of the goals and policies used to
accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. (See also
Response to Comment A8-8.) However, as discussed in the comment and the RDEIR, total growth
is only partially controlled by the General Plan 2030 Update, much of this growth is market driven
and dependent upon the intent of the property owners, environmental constraints, policies and
regulations, and infrastructure constraints (Id). As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a), “reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what
is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity
of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require
a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended
or demanded by commenters” (see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). Furthermore, the Supreme
Court has acknowledged that “[a] project opponent or reviewing court can always imagine some
additional study or analysis that might provide helpful information. It is not for them to design the
EIR. That further study [] might be helpful does not make it necessary” (Laurel Heights Improvement
Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. The Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376, 415).
The comment also notes that the RDEIR made assumptions about how growth and projected buildout
will occur within the County based in part upon the considerations discussed above as well as the
General Plan 2030 Update goals and policies. The County is entitled to make such reasonable
assumptions (see City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2010) 176 Cal.App.4th
889; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018
[“A public agency can make reasonable assumptions based on substantial evidence about future
conditions without guaranteeing that those assumptions will remain true (Pub. Resources Code, §
21080, subd. (e); City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 412, 183
Cal.Rptr. 898.”]). While the comment suggests that “other outcomes are possible,” the County is
not required to guarantee the assumptions. Furthermore, as discussed under Master Response #4,
the County is not required to assume a worst case scenario; CEQA only requires analysis of those
impacts that are reasonably foreseeable.
As evidence that additional development is possible, the comment cites to the Yokohl Ranch project,
which has not been approved. As discussed in Master Response #11, the Yokohl Ranch project is
not part of the proposed project and is going through separate environmental review, which includes
both a programmatic and project level EIR. However, the Yokohl Ranch project was included in
the Cumulative Impact analysis. This treatment of the Yokohl Ranch project is consistent with
CEQA (see In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings
(2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1174 [Holding additional detail on second tier project, the WSE, was not
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required in the first tier EIR.]; see also Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners
of the City of Long Beach (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 746 [“deferral of more detailed analysis to
a project EIR is legitimate” even though some of those project level EIRs were certified concurrently
with the PMP first-tier EIR.]). The Court in Al Larson also noted that this approach is consistent
with allowing the Port to consider “a broad range of policy alternatives for the overall development
of the port to permit the Board to consider alternative directions for the Port independent of particular
projects” (Id. at 744).
The approach taken with Yokohl Ranch allows the decision makers to separately consider the impacts
of Yokohl Ranch from those of the currently proposed General Plan in the RDEIR. Similarly, this
treatment of Yokohl Ranch allows the decision makers to consider approval of these two projects
separately. Finally, it would be speculative to determine whether Yokohl Ranch as proposed or an
alternative would be approved, approved with modifications, or denied.

Response to Comment A8-11:
The commenter is directed to Response to Comment A8-2, A8-8 and Master Response #3 for a
description of the implementation and enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General
Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. As noted above, individual policies should not be reviewed in a
vacuum. While some policies contain needed flexibility, other policies and implementation measures
throughout the General Plan typically use the word “shall”. For example, using Policy LU-6.3
“Schools in Neighborhoods” (as referenced by the commenter), the complete policy reads as follows:
 Policy LU-6.3 Schools in Neighborhoods. The County shall encourage school districts to
locate new schools in areas that allow students to safely walk or bike from their homes. [New
Policy]
Similarly, as discussed under Response to Comment A8-8, Policy PF-1.2 limits the location of new
development.
As clearly indicated in the policy, the word “shall” indicates an unequivocal directive for the County.
By not completely including the entire text of specific policies in the comment letter, the commenter is
misrepresenting the intent of several policies (and the General Plan as a whole) to act as enforceable
County actions designed to address specific environmental issues (in this case greenhouse gas
emissions) associated with the proposed project. It is also important to note, that in some cases, the
County may not have direct authority over the actions of other entities (i.e., cities, schools districts)
with land use decision-making powers in the County. In the case of Policy LU-6.3, the County does
not have direct authority over the development of public schools in the County. However, as indicated in
the policy, the County will work with school districts to effectively implement the intent of the policy.
The commenter also suggests that the County review and consult a number of resources that have
been developed to help jurisdictions address climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth
issues, including guidance provided by the California Air Pollution Control Officers’ Model Policies
for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans (June 2009). The County has reviewed these reference
materials and (as indicated in Master Response #10) has incorporated many of the concepts as policies
and implementation measures in the General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is directed to Master
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Response #10 and to pages 3.4-33 through 3.4-38 of the RDEIR which provides a summary of key
General Plan 2030 Update policies that would implement or support the measures recommended by
the Attorney General for addressing global warming in general plans. The summary table of policies
provided on these pages is presented below.
TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Conservation Element
Climate Action Plan or Policy: Include a comprehensive climate
change action plan that includes: a baseline inventory of
greenhouse gas emissions from all sources; greenhouse gas
emissions reduction targets and deadlines; and enforceable
greenhouse gas emissions reduction measures. (Note: If the
Climate Action Plan complies with the requirements of Section
15064(h) (3) of the CEQA Guidelines, it may allow for the
streamlining of individual projects that comply with the plan’s
requirements.)

AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Require that all new government buildings, and all major
renovations and additions, meet identified green building
standards.

AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12

Adopt a “Green Building Program” to require or encourage
green building practices and materials. The program could be
implemented through, e.g., a set of green building ordinances.

LU-7.15 Energy Conservation
LU Implementation Measure #24
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12

Require orientation of buildings to maximize passive solar
heating during cool seasons, avoid solar heat gain during hot
periods, enhance natural ventilation, and promote effective
use of daylight. Building orientation, wiring, and plumbing
should optimize and facilitate opportunities for on-site solar
generation and heating.

LU-7.15 Energy Conservation
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12

Provide permitting-related and other incentives for energy
efficient building projects, e.g., by giving green projects
priority in plan review, processing and field inspection
services.

ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
AQ Implementation Measure #3

Partner with community services agencies to fund energy
efficiency projects, including heating, ventilation, air
conditioning, lighting, water heating equipment, insulation and
weatherization, for low income residents.

ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs

Require environmentally responsible government purchasing.
Require or give preference to products that reduce or eliminate
indirect greenhouse gas emissions, e.g., by giving preference
to recycled products over those made from virgin materials.

ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel
Vehicles
PFS-5.4 County Usage of Recycled Materials and Products

Adopt a “heat island” mitigation plan that requires cool roofs,
cool pavements, and strategically placed shade trees. (Darker
colored roofs, pavement, and lack of trees may cause
temperatures in urban environments to increase by as much
as 6-8 degrees Fahrenheit as compared to surrounding
areas.) Adopt a program of building permit enforcement for reroofing to ensure compliance with existing state building
requirements for cool roofs on non-residential buildings.

ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements
for Energy Conservation
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Adopt a comprehensive water conservation strategy. The
strategy may include, but not+ be limited to, imposing
restrictions on the time of watering, requiring water-efficient
irrigation equipment, and requiring new construction to offset
demand so that there is no net increase in water use. Include
enforcement strategies, such as citations for wasting water.

WR-1.6 Expand Use of Reclaimed Water
WR-3.7 Emergency Water Conservation Plan
WR Implementation Measure #10
WR Implementation Measure #22

Adopt water-efficient landscape ordinances.

WR Implementation Measure #21

Require water efficiency training and certification for irrigation
designers and installers, and property managers.

WR-3.8 Educational Programs
WR Implementation Measure #23

Implement or expand city or county-wide recycling and
composting programs for residents and businesses.

PFS-5.3 Solid Waste Reduction
PFS Implementation Measure #10

Require commercial and industrial recycling.

PFS-5.3 Solid Waste Reduction

Extend the types of recycling services offered (e.g., to include
food and green waste recycling).

PFS-5.3 Solid Waste Reduction

Preserve existing conservation areas (e.g., forested areas,
agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands,
watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas) that provide
carbon sequestration benefits.

AG-1.7 Preservation of Agricultural Lands
AG Implementation Measure #8
AG Implementation Measure #9
ERM-1.12 Management of Oak Woodland Communities
ERM-1.14 Mitigation and Conservation Banking
Program
ERM Implementation Measure #15
FGMP-3.1 Innovative Residential Design

Establish a mitigation program for development of
conservation areas. Impose mitigation fees on development of
such lands and use funds generated to protect existing, or
create replacement, conservation areas.

ERM Implementation Measure #54

Land Use Element
Adopt land use designations to carry out policies designed to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, e.g., policies to minimize
or reduce vehicle miles traveled, expand development near
existing public transportation corridors, encourage alternative
modes of transportation, and increase infill, mixed use, and
higher density development.
Identify and facilitate the development of land uses not
already present in local districts – such as supermarkets,
parks and recreation fields, and schools in neighborhoods; or
residential uses in business districts – to reduce vehicle miles
traveled and allow bicycling and walking to these destinations.

LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
LU-2.1 Agricultural Lands
LU-3.1 Residential Developments
LU Implementation Measure #3
LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
LU Implementation Measure #9
LU Implementation Measure #10
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #1
AQ Implementation Measure #11
HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities
PFS Implementation Measure #4

Create neighborhood commercial districts.

LU-4.1 Neighborhood Commercial Uses
LU Implementation Measure #3
LU Implementation Measure #14

Require bike lanes and bicycle/pedestrian paths.

HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities

Site schools to increase the potential for students to walk and
bike to school.

LU-6.3 Schools in Neighborhoods
PFS-8.3 Location of School Sites

Enact policies to limit or discourage low density development
that segregates employment, services, and residential areas.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Where there are growth boundaries, adopt policies providing
certainty for infill development.

AG-1.7 Preservation of Agricultural Lands
LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
AQ Implementation Measure #11

Require best management practices in agriculture and animal
operations to reduce emissions, conserve energy and water,
and utilize alternative energy sources, including biogas, wind
and solar.

AG-2.6 Biotechnology and Biofuels
AG-2.11 Energy Production
WR-3.6 Water Use Efficiency
WR Implementation Measure #23
PFS-5.9 Agricultural Waste

Circulation Element
In conjunction with measures that encourage public transit,
ride sharing, bicycling and walking, implement circulation
improvements that reduce vehicle idling. For example,
coordinate controlled intersections so that traffic passes more
efficiently through congested areas.

AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
TC Implementation Measure #6

Create an interconnected transportation system that allows a
shift in travel from private passenger vehicles to alternative
modes, including public transit, ride sharing, car sharing,
bicycling and walking. Before funding transportation
improvements that increase vehicle miles traveled, consider
alternatives such as increasing public transit or improving
bicycle or pedestrian travel routes.

LU-7.3 Friendly Streets
LU Implementation Measure #3
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ Implementation Measure #8
HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities
TC-1.6 Intermodal Connectivity
TC-1.18 Balanced System
TC-2.4 High Speed Rail (HSR)
TC-3.7 Multi-modal Development
TC-4.2 Determine Transit Needs
TC-4.3 Support Tulare County Area Transit
TC Implementation Measure #8
TC Implementation Measure #16
TC Implementation Measure #19
TC Implementation Measure #20
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation

Give funding preference to investment in public transit over
investment in infrastructure for private automobile traffic.

AQ Implementation Measure #8
TC-1.19 Balanced Funding
TC Implementation Measure #8
TC Implementation Measure #18

Include safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian access in
all transportation improvement projects.

LU-7.3 Friendly Streets
AQ-3.3 Street Design
HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities
TC-5.2 Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning and
Development
TC Implementation Measure #21
TC Implementation Measure #22
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Ensure that non-motorized transportation systems are
complete, connected and not interrupted by impassable
barriers, such as freeways.

AQ-3.3 Street Design
TC-4.2 Determine Transit Needs
TC-4.3 Support Tulare County Area Transit
TC-5.1 Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System
TC-5.2 Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning and
Development
TC Implementation Measure #21
TC Implementation Measure #22
TC Implementation Measure #24
TC Implementation Measure #25
TC Implementation Measure #26
TC Implementation Measure #27
TC Implementation Measure #28

Require amenities for non-motorized transportation, such as
secure and convenient bicycle parking.

TC-5.1 Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System
TC-5.2 Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning and
Development
TC-5.3 Provisions for Bicycle Use
TC-5.4 Design Standards for Bicycle Routes
TC-5.6 Regional Bicycle Plan
TC-5.7 Designated Bike Paths
TC-5.9 Existing Facilities
TC Implementation Measure #21
TC Implementation Measure #22
TC Implementation Measure #24
TC Implementation Measure #25
TC Implementation Measure #26
TC Implementation Measure #27
TC Implementation Measure #28

Provide adequate and affordable public transportation choices
including expanded bus routes and service and other transit
choices such as shuttles, light rail, and rail where feasible.

AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ Implementation Measure #8
TC-1.18 Balanced System
TC-2.6 Rail Abandonment
TC-4.1 Transportation Programs
TC-4.2 Determine Transit Needs
TC-4.3 Support Tulare County Area Transit
TC Implementation Measure #19
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation

Adopt a comprehensive parking policy that discourages private
vehicle use and encourages the use of alternative transportation.
For example, reduce parking for private vehicles while increasing
options for alternative transportation; eliminate minimum parking
requirements for new buildings; “unbundle” parking (require that
parking is paid for separately and is not included in rent for
residential or commercial space); and set appropriate pricing for
parking.

AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #9

Housing Element
Improve the jobs-housing balance and promote a range of
affordable housing choices near jobs, services and transit.
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Concentrate mixed use, and medium to higher density
residential development in areas near jobs, transit routes,
schools, shopping areas and recreation.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation
FGMP-8.17 Reduce Vehicle Emissions
FGMP Implementation Measure #1

Increase density in single family residential areas located near
transit routes or commercial areas. For example, promote
duplexes in residential areas and increased height limits of
multi-unit buildings on main arterial streets, under specified
conditions.

AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development

Encourage transit-oriented developments.

TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development

Impose minimum residential densities in areas designated for
transit-oriented, mixed use development to ensure higher
density in these areas.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development

Designate mixed use areas where housing is one of the
required uses.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review

In areas designated for mixed use, adopt incentives for the
concurrent development of different land uses (e.g., retail with
residential).

PF Implementation Measure #21

Promote infill, mixed use, and higher density development by,
for example, reducing developer fees; providing fast-track
permit processing; reducing processing fees; funding
infrastructure loans; and giving preference for infrastructure
improvements in these areas.

LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ Implementation Measure #11

Open Space Element
Preserve forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat
and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, groundwater recharge
areas and other open space that provide carbon
sequestration benefits.

FGMP-8.9 Removal of Natural Vegetation

Establish a mitigation program for development of those types
of open space that provide carbon sequestration benefits.
Require like-kind replacement for, or impose mitigation fees
on development of such lands. Use funds generated to
protect existing, or create replacement, open space.

AQ-3.4 Landscape

Allow alternative energy projects in areas zoned for open
space where consistent with other uses and values.

AG-2.11 Energy Production

Protect existing trees and encourage the planting of new trees.
Adopt a tree protection and replacement ordinance, e.g., requiring
that trees larger than a specified diameter that are removed to
accommodate development must be replaced at a set ratio.

FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal

Connect parks and publicly accessible open space through
shared pedestrian/bike paths and trails to encourage walking
and bicycling.

HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Safety Element
Address expected effects of climate change that may impact
public safety, including increased risk of wildfires, flooding and
sea level rise, salt water intrusion; and health effects of
increased heat and ozone, through appropriate policies and
programs.

HS-5.2 Development in Floodplain Zones
HS-5.4 Multi-Purpose Flood Control Measures
HS-5.5 Development in Dam and Seiche Inundation
Zones
HS-6.2 Development in Fire Hazard Zones
HS-6.4 Encourage Cluster Development
HS-6.6 Wildland Fire Management Plans
HS-6.7 Water Supply System
HS-6.9 Fuel Modification Programs
HS-6.10 Fuel Breaks
HS-6.11 Fire Buffers
HS-6.15 Coordination of Fuel Hazards on Public Lands
HS Implementation Measure #11
HS Implementation Measure #14
HS Implementation Measure #15
FGMP-8.3 Development in the Floodplain
FGMP-8.15 Development in Chaparral

In addition, the RDEIR, recommended the adoption of additional policies and a Specific
Implementation measure to help ensure that impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions
are reduced to the greatest extent feasible:


AQ-1.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan/Climate Action Plan. The County
will develop a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan (Plan) that identifies greenhouse
gas emissions within the County as well as ways to reduce those emissions. The Plan
will incorporate the requirements adopted by the California Air Resources Board specific
to this issue. In addition, the County will work with the Tulare County Association of
Governments and other applicable agencies to include the following key items in the
regional planning efforts.
o

Inventory all known, or reasonably discoverable, sources of greenhouse gases in the
County,

o

Inventory the greenhouse gas emissions in the most current year available, and those
projected for year 2020, and

o

Set a target for the reduction of emissions attributable to the County’s discretionary
land use decisions and its own internal government operations. [New Policy – Draft
EIR Analysis]



AQ-1.9 Support Off-Site Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The County
will support and encourage the use of off-site measures or the purchase of carbon offsets
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]



Air Quality Implementation Measure #16. The County shall develop and maintain a
climate action plan. The climate action plan shall include the following elements: an
emissions inventory, emission reduction targets, applicable greenhouse gas control
measures, and monitoring and reporting plan. [New Implementation Measure – Draft EIR
Analysis]



Air Quality Implementation Measure #17. The County may inspect County facilities to
evaluate energy use, the effectiveness of water conservation measures, production of
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GHGs, use of recycled and renewable products and indoor air quality to develop
recommendations for performance improvement or mitigation. The County shall update the
audit periodically and review progress towards implementation of its recommendations.
[New Implementation Measure – Draft EIR Analysis]

Response to Comment A8-12:
The County has prepared a Draft Climate Action Plan (CAP) that demonstrates a good faith initial
effort with its investment of resources to date. This should be considered a large step to toward
adoption. The County is fully committed to implementation of the policies of the General Plan
2030 Update that support achievement of the CAP targets even prior to CAP adoption. The County
recognizes that the most important role for the County in addressing climate change is through its
land use decisions as guided by the General Plan 2030 Update. As stated in Master Response #10,
the County believes that the policy language, although more flexible than some may like, is effective
and enforceable. The CAP will be most useful as a single document that provides a comprehensive
collection of the County’s land use, transportation, and conservation policies that combine to set
Tulare County on a path to meeting greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. The CAP is intended
to be a living document that is responsive to actual conditions as they occur. The CAP provides a
monitoring and reporting framework that will enable the County to track metrics and adjust the
strategy to address shortfalls if any occur over time. The County will continue to require project
level analysis of greenhouse gas impacts for projects proposed prior to adoption of the CAP and
will propose suitable project level mitigation measures at that time. For additional information
specific to the County’s CAP, please see Master Response #10.

Response to Comment A8-13:
The RDEIR considers a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives, as required by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6. This “reasonable range” of alternatives discussed is governed by the
“rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)). Please see Master Response #9 for additional
information regarding the methodology and analysis provided in the RDEIR to address the evaluation
of alternatives.
As discussed in Master Response #9, the “range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by
a ‘rule of reason’ that requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). CEQA does not require an EIR to consider
multiple variations on the alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS/EIR. “What is required is the
production of information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as
environmental aspects are concerned” (Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors
of Orange County (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022). As discussed in the Village Laguna case, “there
are literally thousands of ‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project… But, no one would
argue that the EIR is insufficient for failure to describe the alternative [suggested in the comment
letters]” (Village Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App3d at 1028). Consistent with these requirements, the
RDEIR analyzed five alternatives (six including the proposed project). These included (1) No
Project Alternative, (2) City-Centered Growth Alternative, (3) Rural Communities Alternative,
(4) Transportation Corridor Alternative, (5) Confined Growth Alternative (See RDEIR Section 4.3).
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The comment also states that there is a “cursory rejection” of alternatives in the RDEIR and asks
why “the County has not adopted this alternative.” The only alternatives eliminated from further
consideration in the RDEIR were those discussed in Section 4.2, which included the (1) Proportional
Growth Alternative, (2) Alternative Project Location, (3) and the Existing Trends Alternative.
The discussion in Section 4.2 is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) [“the EIR
should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected
as infeasible during the scoping process…”]. These alternatives were eliminated because they
would not eliminate or reduce significant environmental impacts and would not accomplish the
primary project objectives as discussed in greater detail in the RDEIR.
The commenter is incorrect that there has been a rejection of any of the five proposed potential
alternatives described in Section 4.3. Consistent with CEQA requirements, the RDEIR compared
the potential alternatives to the proposed project and determined the environmentally superior
alternative (see RDEIR Section 4.4). The commenter is correct that the analysis noted the alternatives’
ability to meet the project objectives (RDEIR page 4-19). This however did not constitute a rejection
of any of these alternatives. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, potential alternatives
are only required to meet most of the project objectives. Furthermore, decisions regarding adoption
of the proposed project or an alternative are made after certification of the RDEIR (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15092 [“After considering the final EIR and in conjunction with the findings
under Section 15091, the lead agency may decide whether or how to approve or carry out the
project”]. It would therefore be inappropriate to “adopt this alternative” in the RDEIR, as suggested
in the comment.

Response to Comment A8-14:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment A8-13.

Response to Comment A8-15:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment A8-13. As noted therein,
CEQA does not require an EIR to consider multiple variations on the alternatives analyzed in the
draft EIS/EIR. “What is required is the production of information sufficient to permit a reasonable
choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned” (Village Laguna of Laguna
Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022). As discussed
in the Village Laguna case, “there are literally thousands of ‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed
project… But, no one would argue that the EIR is insufficient for failure to describe the alternative
[suggested in the comment letters]” (Village Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App.3d at 1028).
As noted on RDEIR page 4-18, the City/Focused Community alternative was not significantly
different than Alternative 2, and is therefore considered a variation on an existing Alternative that
did not need to be carried forward because there was sufficient information to permit a reasoned
choice with the existing alternatives in RDEIR Section 4.3.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-34

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

Response to Comment A8-16:
The comment states that “the DEIR does not evaluate an alternative that would limit growth to
the cities and existing unincorporated community (hamlet, etc) boundaries…” The commenter is
directed to the response prepared for Comment A8-13. As noted therein, the RDEIR is only required
to have a reasonable range of alternatives that fosters informed decision making. The RDEIR
provided a reasonable range of alternatives including alternatives that increased growth in and
around surrounding cities (Alternative 2 and 4) and in the eleven unincorporated communities
(Alternative 3 and 5). These alternatives constitute a reasonable range, and the RDEIR was not
required to provide additional minor variations to these alternatives.

Response to Comment A8-17:
Please see Response to Comments A8-1 through A8-16 which address the summary of comments
pertaining to the adequacy of the project description (Response to Comment A8-10), Policy
Implementation and Enforceability (Response to Comments A8-2, A8-7, A8-11), and Alternatives
(Response to Comment A8-13).
The County has comprehensively analyzed and addressed the environmental challenges associated
with long-term planning for population growth, and has developed detailed policies and implementation
measures intended to reduce environmental effects to less than significant levels where feasible.
The seemingly large number of “significant, unavoidable, and adverse” environmental impacts is
a function of (i) the County’s conservative approach in characterizing the significance of impacts
(i.e., calling effects significant in close situations); (ii) the long-term time horizon of the General
Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR; (iii) the size of the County’s jurisdictional boundaries and
development of a realistic long-range planning scenario, given projected population growth; (iv)
the specificity used in the RDEIR in formulating categories of environmental impacts; (v) the
magnitude of development pressures in the region, regardless of the actions of the County; and
(vi) the nature of the existing environmental conditions within the region. In current California
planning practice, it is rare to adopt significant planning documents with only 1 or 2 impacts that
cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level.
The RDEIR has also sufficiently analyzed impacts of the proposed project and mitigated those
impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the requirements of CEQA for a Program EIR (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168). The RDEIR is intended to analyze impacts of the General Plan 2030
Update and must identify measures to minimize any significant impacts (State Guidelines Section
15121[a]). Although the General Plan 2030 Update is intended to be a self-mitigating document,
many of the impacts remain significant and unavoidable despite the implementation of mitigating
policies and implementation measures found in the existing General Plan and those modified
through the environmental analysis (i.e. mitigation measures).
As the commenter clearly states, environmental documents are required to identify potentially
significant issues, and then recommend and adopt mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the impacts
if feasible. However, the CEQA Guidelines do not limit or provide guidance on the specific number
of “significant and unavoidable” impacts that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must identify.
Typically, general plans are broad in scope and scale in terms of land coverage (4.839 square miles),
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population, and impacts to resources and services. It is often likely that impacts to resources and
public services are considered significant and unavoidable at this stage due to individual project
specific details that are currently unknown at this time and will likely become available as specific
projects are brought forward for their own consideration. Future individual projects subsequent
to the draft General Plan 2030 Update may be required to undergo additional environmental review
that will determine site-specific impacts and accompanying mitigation measures pursuant to policies
of the General Plan and other local, State, and federal regulatory requirements (please see Master
Response #3).

Response to Comment A8-18:
The commenter’s concluding remarks are noted. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Letter A9. Kings Canyon Unified School District
Response to Comment A9-1:
While the Kings Canyon Unified School District is considered a Fresno County School District;
the commenter is correct that portions of the district are located within Tulare County. This
comment is on information contained in the Background Report and does not affect conclusions
reached in the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment A9-2:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment A9-3:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Letter A10. City of Dinuba
Response to Comment A10-1:
This comment doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy within the RDEIR. The commenter is directed
to the Planning Framework Element of the General Plan 2030 Update (specifically pages 2-49
through 2-66), which describes the various goals and policies that have been designed to foster a
cooperative planning environment between the County and each city with respect to development
within the fringe areas of the cities. A summary of the key policies that have been developed to
foster “city-centered growth” are also described on pages 2-9 and 2-10 of the RDEIR, with the
summary table provided below:
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TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF POLICIES (SECTION 2.4 – CITIES) FROM PLANNING FRAMEWORK ELEMENT
PF-4.1

CACUABs for Cities

PF-4.15

Urban Improvement Areas for Cities

PF-4.2

CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning Area

PF-4.16

Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties

PF-4.3

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs

PF-4.17

Cooperation with Individual Cities

PF-4.4

Planning in CACUDBs

PF-4.18

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUDB

PF-4.5

Spheres of Influence

PF-4.19

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB

PF-4.6

Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries

PF-4.20

Application of a Checklist to control
Development in a CACUDB

PF-4.7

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

PF-4.21

Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control
Development in a CACUAB

PF-4.8

General Plan Designations Within City UDBs

PF-4.22

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB

PF-4.9

Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs

PF-4.23

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB

PF-4.10

City Design Standards

PF-4.24

Annexations to a City within the CACUDB

PF-4.11

Transition to Agricultural Use

PF-4.25

Sphere of Influence Criteria

PF-4.12

Compatible Project Design

PF-4.26

City 50 Year Growth Boundaries

PF-4.13

Coordination with Cities on Development
Proposals

PF-4.27

Impacts of Development within the County on
City Facilities

PF-4.14

Revenue Sharing

Response to Comment A10-2:
This comment doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy within the RDEIR, but expresses the general
opinion that the RDEIR does not adequately describe or mitigate the environmental impacts of
the General Plan 2030 Update. Therefore no further response on this issue is possible (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a).)
The comment also states that the General Plan does not focus growth within the existing Cities.
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas (existing
unincorporated communities and cities). In fact one of the main objectives of the RDEIR is to
“strictly limit rural residential development in important agricultural areas outside of unincorporated
communities’ and cities’ UABs and UDBs (i.e. avoid residential sprawl)” (see RDEIR page 2-5).
The UDBs and UABs surround these existing communities as demonstrated in RDEIR Figure 22. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are also discussed in the
Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Please also note that the RDEIR also provides a CityCentered Alternative (Alternative 2) in Section 4.
However, the commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which explains the adequacy of
the RDEIR analysis and level of detail required, given the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and
the appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of
the General Plan 2030 Update.
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Response to Comment A10-3:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to Letter I21 and Responses to Comments I21-1 through
I21-170 for specific responses to comments submitted on behalf of the Tulare County Council of
Cities.

Letter A11. City of Farmersville
Response to Comment A11-1:
Comment noted. The UDBs and UABs are described in the RDEIR starting on page 2-17. More
detailed information is also provided in the proposed General Plan starting in Part I, Page 2-3, which
describes an existing adopted UDB/UAB surrounding the City of Farmersville (see General Plan
Figure 2.4-4). As noted in the response prepared for Comment A8-7 and Master Response #5, the
County has incorporated land use designations from these existing plans and is not changing the
designations at this time. The current land use designations for the City of Farmersville UDB are set
out in the County adopted City General Plan for Farmersville in Part III. Development within UDBs
and UABs will consist of an appropriate combination of land uses consistent with the County’s
General Plan and the area plan for Farmersville. See Figure 4-1 on page 4-5 of the General Plan 2030
Update to see the boundaries for Tulare County Planning Areas. Table 4.2 on page 4-10 of the
General Plan 2030 Update lists the land use designations permitted in the County and descriptions for
those land use designations can be found starting on page 4-15 of the General Plan 2030 Update.
The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its deliberations prior to
adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030 Update and does not
address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).
The comment also states that use of the term “may” in some General Plan policies “makes the Plan’s
commitment to certain issues unclear and weak.” The commenter is directed to Master Response #3
for discussion of implementation and enforceability of the General Plan 2030 Update policies.

Response to Comment A11-2:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030
Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.
Please also see Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation and enforceability of the
proposed General Plan, and Response to Comment A11-1 for discussion of the land use designations
surrounding the City of Farmersville.

Response to Comment A11-3:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030
Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.
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Please see response to Comment A10-1 regarding the County’s development of a specific “Planning
Framework Element” as part of its General Plan 2030 Update in an effort to foster a cooperative
planning environment between the County and each city with respect to development within the
fringe areas of the cities. The County’s use of the word “may” in some of the General Plan
policies is intentional and reflects the County’s desire to maintain flexibility as it works with the
various cities to address future land use decisions within these fringe areas around cities. The
commenter is also directed to Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation and enforceability
of the General Plan policies.

Response to Comment A11-4:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030
Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment A11-5:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030
Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment A11-6:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030
Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Letter A12. City of Porterville
Response to Comment A12-1:
This comment doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy within the RDEIR, but expresses the general
opinion that the Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update does not promote city-centered growth.
Similar to the response to Comment A10-1, the commenter is directed to the Planning Framework
Element of the General Plan 2030 Update (specifically pages 2-49 through 2-66), Master
Response #5, and Response to Comment A10-2, which describes the various goals and policies
that have been designed to foster a cooperative planning environment between the County and
each city with respect to development within the fringe areas of the cities. A summary of the key
policies that have been developed to foster “city-centered growth” are also described on pages 2-9
and 2-10 of the RDEIR, with the summary table provided below:
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TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF POLICIES (SECTION 2.4 – CITIES) FROM PLANNING FRAMEWORK ELEMENT
PF-4.1

CACUABs for Cities

PF-4.15

Urban Improvement Areas for Cities

PF-4.2

CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning Area

PF-4.16

Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties

PF-4.3

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs

PF-4.17

Cooperation with Individual Cities

PF-4.4

Planning in CACUDBs

PF-4.18

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUDB

PF-4.5

Spheres of Influence

PF-4.19

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB

PF-4.6

Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries

PF-4.20

Application of a Checklist to control
Development in a CACUDB

PF-4.7

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

PF-4.21

Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control
Development in a CACUAB

PF-4.8

General Plan Designations Within City UDBs

PF-4.22

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB

PF-4.9

Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs

PF-4.23

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB

PF-4.10

City Design Standards

PF-4.24

Annexations to a City within the CACUDB

PF-4.11

Transition to Agricultural Use

PF-4.25

Sphere of Influence Criteria

PF-4.12

Compatible Project Design

PF-4.26

City 50 Year Growth Boundaries

PF-4.13

Coordination with Cities on Development
Proposals

PF-4.27

Impacts of Development within the County on
City Facilities

PF-4.14

Revenue Sharing

Response to Comment A12-2:
This comment doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy within the RDEIR, but expresses the general
opinion that the RDEIR does not adequately describe or mitigate the environmental impacts of
the General Plan 2030 Update. Therefore no further response on this issue is possible (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please also note that the RDEIR also provides a City-Centered
Alternative (Alternative 2) in Section 4.
The commenter is directed to Master Response #4, which explains the adequacy of the RDEIR
analysis and level of detail required, given the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the
appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the
General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment A12-3:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to Letter I21 and Responses to Comments I21-1 through
I21-170 for specific responses to comments submitted on behalf of the Tulare County Council of
Cities.

Letter A13. City of Tulare
Response to Comment A13-1:
This comment is the same as that provided above under Comment A12-1. Please see the response to
Comment A12-1.
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Response to Comment A13-2:
This comment is the same as that provided above under Comment A12-2. Please see the response to
Comment A12-2.

Response to Comment A13-3:
This comment is the same as that provided above under Comment A12-3. Please see the response to
Comment A12-3.

Letter A14. City of Visalia
Response to Comment A14-1:
This comment is the same as that provided above under Comment A12-1. Please see the response to
Comment A12-1.

Response to Comment A14-2:
This comment is the same as that provided above under Comment A12-2. Please see the response to
Comment A12-2.

Response to Comment A14-3:
This comment is the same as that provided above under Comment A12-3. Please see the response to
Comment A12-3.

Letter A15. City of Woodlake
Response to Comment A15-1:
Comment noted. The UDBs and UABs are described in the RDEIR starting on page 2-17. More
detailed information is also provided in the proposed General Plan 2030 Update starting in Part I, Page
2-3, which describes an existing and adopted UDB/UAB surrounding the City of Woodlake (see
General Plan Figure 2.4-9). As noted in the response prepared for Comment A8-7 and Master
Response #5, the County has incorporated land use designations from these existing plans and is not
changing the designations at this time. Development within UDBs and UABs will consist of an
appropriate combination of land uses consistent with the County’s General Plan and the area plan for
Woodlake. See Figure 4-1 on page 4-5 of the General Plan 2030 Update to see the boundaries for
Tulare County Planning Areas. Table 4.2 on page 4-10 of the General Plan 2030 Update lists the land
use designations permitted in the County and descriptions for those land use designations can be
found starting on page 4-15 of the General Plan 2030 Update.
The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan 2030 Update in its deliberations
prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the
RDEIR but expresses some general concerns about the General Plan 2030 Update; no further
response required. Regarding the use of the word “may” in some of the General Plan policies, the
County has developed a specific “Planning Framework Element” as part of its General Plan 2030
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Update in an effort to foster a cooperative planning environment between the County and each
city with respect to development within the fringe areas of the cities. The County’s use of the
word “may” is intentional and reflects the County’s desire to maintain flexibility as it works with
the various cities to address future land use decisions within these fringe areas around cities.

Response to Comment A15-2:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to Response to Comment A15-1.
The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its deliberations prior to
adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030 Update and does not
address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).

Response to Comment A15-3:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. The commenter is directed to Master Response #3
for discussion of implementation and enforceability of the General Plan policies. This comment
pertains to the General Plan 2030 Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR;
no further response required.

Response to Comment A15-4:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030
Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment A15-5:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. The commenter is directed to Master Response #3
for discussion of implementation and enforceability of the General Plan policies. This comment
pertains to the General Plan 2030 Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR;
no further response required.

Response to Comment A15-6:
Comment noted. The County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its
deliberations prior to adoption of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030
Update and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.
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Letter A16. San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Response to Comment A16-1:
The commenter’s statement that the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR appear to fulfill the
requirements of AB 170 (Reyes) is noted.

Response to Comment A16-2:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required. As indicated in the comment, the County will continue to cooperate with the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) as part of future environmental review of
individual projects.

Response to Comment A16-3:
Comment noted. As indicated by the commenter, the General Plan 2030 Update includes an Air
Quality Element and the RDEIR references a number of these policies designed to address air quality
concerns (including possible health effects) in the county, with a number of these policies summarized
below. The County will continue to cooperate with the SJVAPCD as part of the environmental
review of individual projects.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality Element

Policies designed to improve air quality through a regional approach and interagency cooperation include the following:
AQ-1.1 Cooperation with Other Agencies
AQ-1.2 Cooperation with Local Jurisdictions
AQ-1.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
AQ-1.4 Air Quality Land Use Compatibility
AQ-1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles
AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation include
the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #8

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12

Policies designed to implement the best available controls and monitoring to regulate air emissions include the following:
AQ-4.1 Air Pollution Control Technology
AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures
AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions
AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices
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Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy

Response to Comment A16-4:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required. However, the County concurs with the recommendations in the comment regarding
the use of Health Risk Assessments to address site-specific projects with the potential to generate
some degree of toxic air contaminants.

Response to Comment A16-5:
Comment noted. Please see the responses to Comments A16-2 through A16-4.

Response to Comment A16-6:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.

Response to Comment A16-7:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.

Individuals
Letter I1. Chevron Environmental Management Company
Response to Comment I1-1:
The commenter’s background information regarding historic pipeline rights-of-way and
infrastructure locations is appreciated. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of
the RDEIR; no further response required.
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Response to Comment I1-2:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. The
commenter’s suggestion to ensure pipeline/land uses coordination activities are part of future
project-specific environment reviews is noted.

Response to Comment I1-3:
The commenter’s offer to share land development planning data specific to pipeline rights-of-way
is appreciated. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment I1-4:
The commenter’s closing remarks are noted. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Letter I2. Del Strange
Response to Comment I2-1:
The RDEIR was circulated to numerous agencies, organizations, and interested groups and
persons for comment during the 60-day public review period. Public notice detailing the release
of the RDEIR was posted at the Tulare County Resource Management Agency, Tulare County
public libraries, on the General Plan website, and in various local newspapers. Additionally, the
RDEIR, along with supporting documents were available for review at the Tulare County
Resource Management Agency, Tulare County public libraries (15 in total), and on the General
Plan website. All EIR notification and availability requirements as detailed in Section 15087 of the
CEQA Guidelines were followed thereby allowing for active public participation.
Furthermore, the commenter received more than 45 days to review the document consistent with
CEQA requirements (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a)). Even with receipt of the Notice of
Availability by mail on April 9, 2010, the commenter had 48 days to review and comment (the
comment period did not end until May 27, 2010).
The comment further states that a free personal copy of the Recirculated EIR should have been
provided. As noted above, copies were made available for review to the public for free. However,
CEQA and State law permit the County “to charge and collect a reasonable fee for members of the
public for a copy of an environmental document ...” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15045(b); see also
Pub. Res. Code §§ 21089 and 21105). Furthermore, charging a fee for a personal copy of
environmental documents is consistent with CEQA and public participation (See Friends of Glendora
v. City of Glendora (2010) 182 Cal.App.4th 573, 580).

Response to Comment I2-2:
As more fully described in Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “the public review period
for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under
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unusual circumstances.” There are no unusual circumstances that warrant a review period longer
than that required by CEQA. Please see the response to Comment I1 (above) for additional
information regarding the various methods in which the RDEIR was made available during the
public review period.

Letter I3. Chevron Environmental Management Company
This letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter I1. Please see the responses prepared for Comment
Letter I1 provided above.

Letter I4. Carole A. and J. Peter Clum
Response to Comment I4-1:
As advertised in the RDEIR, the RDEIR was substantially revised from 2008 DEIR. Commenters
were encouraged to independently review the RDEIR. Table ES-4 was revised during this
revision, the old table ES-4 included a list of the mitigating policies in the General Plan update as
well as new mitigation measures, while the revised table ES-4 in the 2010 RDEIR contains only
the new policies and implementation measures identified in the CEQA analysis. As clearly
identified on page ES-8 of the RDEIR, Table ES-3 is intended to solely focus on the new or
revised General Plan 2030 Update policies/implementation measures and Table ES-4 is intended
to summarize these new policies/implementation measures in context to the specific impact they
are intended to address. As clearly stated on page 1-12 of the RDEIR, the proposed General Plan
2030 Update is intended to be self-mitigating, in that some or all policies and implementation
measures are designed to mitigate specific environmental impacts. The contents of the entire
proposed General Plan (474 pages), including the proposed goals and policies, were included as
Appendix C to the RDEIR. The introduction to the environmental analysis (see pages 3-3 to 3-4)
also explains how the impacts are evaluated and presented in the RDEIR. Each impact statement
within the RDEIR describes key general plan policies/implementation measures that are included
as part of the proposed project (i.e., Goals and Policies Report of the General Plan 2030 Update)
which serve to help avoid impacts. Summary tables of these various policies are also provided as
part of each impact discussion. The general plan policies and implementation measures are part of
the proposed project itself, and while self mitigating, are not stand alone mitigation measures.
Consequently, reformatting of the document is not necessary and is not considered sufficient
reason to extend the 60 day public review period.
Please also see Response to Comment I11-3.

Response to Comment I4-2:
Please see the response to Comment I4-1.
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Letter I5. California Native Plan Society
Response to Comment I5-1:
The commenter’s introductory remarks are noted. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I5-2:
This comment identifies the President of the Alta Peak Chapter of the CNPS as a retired
professional botanist. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.

Response to Comment I5-3:
The comment expresses a general concern regarding the effectiveness of General Plan 2030 Update
goals and policies to provide habitat connectivity. Please see response to comment I5-4 for a
discussion of policies that would protect biological resources. The commenter is directed to Master
Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General Plan
2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I5-4:
The commenter alleges that the wording of the General Plan 2030 Update would result in
ineffective policies to avoid or reduce significant impacts to native vegetation and biological
resources as a whole. Please see Master Response 4 for a discussion of implementation and
enforceability of General Plan 2030 Update policies. It should also be noted that these policies are
statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or
project-specific mitigation measures. Consistent with the general level of detail of the biological
impact analysis, the RDEIR sets forth programmatic mitigation measures that would apply to
future projects and site specific actions. As discussed in Master Response #4, a Program EIR is
permitted to set forth generalized mitigation measures (in this case general plan policies), and
General Plan EIR mitigation measures must be flexible enough to address long-term impacts of
development in a County with a large land area and broad diversity of habitats.
For example, the impact description for Impact 3.11-2: “The proposed project would have a
substantial adverse effect on riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities” (see pages
3.11-35 through 3.11-38 of the RDEIR) identifies several general plan policies designed to
address impacts to biological resources, with a summary from the RDEIR provided below:
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MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to protect sensitive habitats from the impacts of future development in Tulare County include the following:
ERM-1.1
ERM-1.2
ERM-1.3
ERM-1.4
ERM-1.5

Protection of Rare and Endangered Species
Development in Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Encourage Cluster Development
Protect Riparian Areas
Riparian Management Plans and Mining
Reclamation Plans
Management of Wetlands
Planting of Native Vegetation
Open Space Buffers
Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands

ERM-1.6
ERM-1.7
ERM-1.8
ERM-1.9

ERM-1.12 Management of Oak Woodland Communities
ERM-1.13 Pesticides
ERM-1.14 Mitigation and Conservation Banking Program
ERM-5.8 Watercourse Development
ERM-5.15 Open Space Preservation
ERM Implementation Measures #2, #5, #7, #8, #9, #10,
#11, #13, #14, and #54

Implementation Measures designed to identify and mitigate the impact of development on key biological resources include the following:
ERM Implementation Measure #3
ERM Implementation Measure #4
ERM Implementation Measure #6
Foothill Growth Management Plan

Policies designed to preserve and maintain biological resources within the Foothill Growth Management Plan include the
following:
FGMP-4.1
FGMP-5.1
FGMP-8.1
FGMP-8.5
FGMP-8.9

Identification of Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Protect Agricultural Lands
Riparian Area Development
Protection of Lakes
Removal of Natural Vegetation

FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal
FGMP-8.13 Use of Native Landscaping
FGMP-8.14 Identification of Wildlife
FGMP-8.19 Preservation of Unique Features
FGMP Implementation Measures #15, #23, and #26

In addition, the impact discussion also identifies the following additional new policy and revised
policy (ERM-1.9) as mitigation for inclusion into the final General Plan 2030 Update:


ERM-1.15 Minimize Lighting Impacts. The County shall ensure that lighting associated
with new development or facilities (including street lighting, recreational facilities, and
parking) shall be designed to prevent artificial lighting from illuminating adjacent natural
areas at a level greater than one foot candle above ambient conditions. [New Policy – Draft
EIR Analysis].



ERM-1.9 Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands. The County shall work
with other government land management agencies (such as the Bureau of Land Management,
US Forest Service, National Park Service) to preserve and protect biological resources,
including those within and adjacent to designated critical habitat, reserves, preserves,
and other protected lands, while maintaining the ability to utilize and enjoy the natural
resources in the County [Revised Policy].

The comment also states that the proposed General Plan “appears to intend to allow extensive
development in areas presently “natural”, quite outside existing development. As discussed in
Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses
future growth within and around established community areas. Many of the goals and policies
used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I5-5:
The commenter references a number of preserve sites and refuges (Figure 3.11-2 of the RDEIR)
that are currently managed by a variety of entities other than the County. While the County lacks
direct authority over these preserve areas, the County supports the protection of these and other
open space areas through a variety of policies contained in the General Plan 2030 Update. For
example, the General Plan2030 Update focuses development in and around established
community areas, with policies designed to cluster and support infill development which would
serve to protect and maintain habitat connectivity by limiting development within larger open
space areas (see also the response prepared for Comment A8-9). Additionally, the General Plan
2030 Update provides a number of policies and implementation measures designed to directly
protect sensitive species and habitats. Impact 3.11-4 of the RDEIR analyzes potential impacts to
wildlife corridors (i.e., habitat fragmentation, etc.) and identifies a number of these policies
(summarized below). Specifically, ERM-1.5 “Protect Riparian Areas”, serves to protect a variety
of riparian areas, in particular those associated with stream corridors and waterways which
support regional migratory corridors and preserve areas. Similarly, ERM-1.12 “Management of
Oak Woodland Communities” and ERM-5.15 “Open Space Preservation” support habitat
connectivity concerns.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to protect sensitive habitats from the impacts of future development in Tulare County include the following:
ERM-1.1
ERM-1.2
ERM-1.3
ERM-1.4
ERM-1.5
ERM-1.6
ERM-1.7
ERM-1.8
ERM-1.9

Protection of Rare and Endangered Species
Development in Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Encourage Cluster Development
Protect Riparian Areas
Riparian Management Plans and Mining
Reclamation Plans
Management of Wetlands
Planting of Native Vegetation
Open Space Buffers
Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands

ERM-1.12 Management of Oak Woodland Communities
ERM-1.13 Pesticides
ERM-1.14 Mitigation and Conservation Banking Program
ERM-5.8 Watercourse Development
ERM-5.15 Open Space Preservation
ERM Implementation Measures #2, #5, #7, #8, #9, #10,
#11, #13, #14, and #54

Implementation Measures designed to identify and mitigate the impact of development on key biological resources include the
following:
ERM Implementation Measure #3
ERM Implementation Measure #4
ERM Implementation Measure #6

Response to Comment I5-6:
Comment noted. Keeping in context with the broad nature of the General Plan 2030 Update,
Figure 3.11-2 is intended to provide a general description of protected lands within the County. It
is not intended to provide an inclusive parcel by parcel description of all lands with protective
easements or the precise nature of the protective easement. However the protected lands
identified in Figure 3.11-2 enjoy a sufficient degree of protection to justify the assumptions used
to analyze potential impacts in the RDEIR, specifically, that development, if it occurs, must be
compatible with the biological resources in protected areas. Additionally, as many of the
identified lands are managed by a variety of other agencies (i.e., State and federal, etc.) with the
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specific intent of preserving sensitive habitats/species, coordination and approval with these
agencies would also be required prior to their development.

Response to Comment I5-7:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.

Response to Comment I5-8:
Please see responses to comments I5-4 and I5-5, and Master Responses #3 and #4.

Response to Comment I5-9:
The commenter’s opinion regarding analysis of alternatives is noted. As discussed in greater
detail in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR, the RDEIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but that
would avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant effects of the project.
As previously described in the response to Comment I5-5, The General Plan 2030 Update
provides a number of policies and implementation measures designed to directly protect sensitive
species and habitats. As appropriate, the County supports a variety of wildlife/open space
protection measures including the use of conservation easements. This support is provided in the
following implementation measures contained in the Environmental Resources Management
Element of the General Plan 2030 Update:


Environmental Resources Management Element #8. If feasible and needed, the
County shall develop and administer a mitigation banking program in conjunction with
TCAG and other stake holders [New Program].



Environmental Resources Management Element #10. The County shall actively
pursue a program of acquisition or preservation of vernal pools. This can be done through
a variety of mechanisms, including establishing a mitigation banking program,
conservation easements, and trusts [ERME IV-C; Biological Resources; Issue 12;
Recommendation 6] [ERME; Pg 33, Modified].

Response to Comment I5-10:
The comment expresses a general opinion, but does not specifically address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR. Please see RDEIR, p. 4-1 through 4-6, and Master Response #9 for
additional information regarding the methodology and analysis provided in the RDEIR to address the
evaluation of alternatives. Overall, the County is guided by the need to describe a “reasonable range”
of alternatives (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)).

Response to Comment I5-11:
At the time that the biological resources analysis for the RDEIR was conducted, California
satintail (Imperata brevifolia) was listed in the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Rare
Plant Inventory. In a recent discussion with a CNPS botanist, it was indicated that Imperata
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brevifolia should be evaluated during the CEQA process. It was also mentioned that the species
was discussed as a possible addition to the CNPS Inventory prior to the 6th edition (2001) of the
CNPS Inventory. However, progress in reviewing the species was delayed as it was mistakenly
classified as a noxious weed by the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) from
about 1960 to 2004, due to concerns over a population of the species which had colonized an
agricultural canal during the 1950's (personal communication, Sims). A recent review of CDFA
records indicates that the species has been removed from its previous classification as a noxious
weed. No change to the RDEIR is necessary.

Response to Comment I5-12:
The commenter is correct. While the Sequoia Riverlands Trust (SRT) is not considered a
sensitive habitat, the SRT does manage a number of preserve areas that contain a variety of
sensitive habitats. Page 3.11-20 of the RDEIR has been corrected to remove the reference to the
SRT.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text. This revision does not change the analysis or
conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I5-13:
The commenter’s closing remarks reiterate the concerns expressed in this comment letter and
recommend enlarging and connecting protected areas, and preserving natural habitat within
protected areas. The commenter is referred to the responses prepared to Comments I5-5 and I5-9,
which address the concerns of protecting open space areas and described several of the County’s
policies regarding the acquisition and preservation of sensitive habitats.

Letter I6. Carole A. and J. Peter Clum
Response to Comment I6-1:
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for the Executive Summary which summarizes the
issues to be resolved and the choice among alternatives, which were appropriately addressed in
Chapter 4.0 of the RDEIR. This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions presented in
the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I6-2:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comments I4-1 through I4-2.
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Letter I7. Del Strange
Response to Comment I7-1:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared to their previous letter reflecting similar
comments. Please see the response to Comment I2-1.

Letter I8. Robert Krase (Law Offices of Robert Krase)
Response to Comment I8-1:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. The
County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its deliberations prior to adoption
of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030 Update; no further response
required.

Response to Comment I8-2:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. The
County will consider all comments received on the General Plan in its deliberations prior to adoption
of the General Plan. This comment pertains to the General Plan 2030 Update; no further response
required.

Response to Comment I8-3:
The commenter is referred to Response I8-4.

Response to Comment I8-4:
While the County recognizes that air quality is a larger regional concern, the County does not
limit its approach to one or two methods (i.e., regional cooperation) to address the issue of air
pollution as the commenter indicates. The commenter is referred to RDEIR Section 3.3 for
discussion of the air quality analysis and applicable General Plan policies. Please also see
Comment A16-1 from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District which states that the
General Plan is in compliance with air quality requirements contained in AB 170 (Reyes).
As part of the General Plan 2030 Update, the County has included a comprehensive Air Quality
Element, with additional air quality related policies found through out other elements of the
general plan. Additionally, as described on page 3.3-21 of the RDEIR, the General Plan 2030
Update was designed specifically to address a variety of air quality issues including the need to
reduce vehicle and other operational-related air quality emissions. Individual projects to be
developed under the proposed project would be subject to San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD) Rules and Regulations, including Rule 9510 (Indirect Source
Review), if applicable, Regulation VIII (Fugitive Dust Prohibitions), and rules directed at
agricultural operations including Rule 4550 (Conservation Management Practices) and Rule 4570
(Confined Animal Facilities). Projects that are large employers (over 100 employees) will be
subject to Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip Reduction) that was approved by the SJVAPCD
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Governing Board on December 17, 2009. Specific policies direct the County to improve air
quality through a regional approach with interagency cooperation (see Policies AQ-1.1 through
AQ-1.7). Other policies call for the reduction of air emissions associated with transportation (see
Policies AQ-2.1 through AQ-2.5). Additional policies call for a variety of strategies designed to
improve air quality through land use planning (see Policies AQ-3.1 through AQ-3.6, LU-1.1
through LU-1.4, and LU-1.8), implement the best available controls to regulate air emissions (see
Policies AQ-4.1 through AQ-4.4 and encourage energy conservation (see Policies ERM-4.1
through ERM-4.6).
A summary of key air quality policies from all applicable elements of the General Plan 2030
Update is provided below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality Element

Policies designed to improve air quality through a regional approach and interagency cooperation include the following:
AQ-1.1 Cooperation with Other Agencies
AQ-1.2 Cooperation with Local Jurisdictions
AQ-1.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
AQ-1.4 Air Quality Land Use Compatibility
AQ-1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles
AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation include
the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #8

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12

Policies designed to implement the best available controls and monitoring to regulate air emissions include the following:
AQ-4.1 Air Pollution Control Technology
AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures
AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions
AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices
Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
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Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy

Response to Comment I8-5:
Comment noted. Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of General Plan implementation
and enforceability. The comment also states that “no project should be allowed in Tulare County
if that project increase air pollution or decreases air quality.” Such a policy is infeasible for
health, safety, welfare, economic, legal, and policy reasons. Such a policy would preclude any
developments requiring the use of construction equipment which could potentially trigger local
air quality significance thresholds. This ban would preclude development that has short term
impacts but long term air quality benefits (for example, construction of renewable energy
facilities, or other projects designed to increase density and reduce VMT). Furthermore such a
policy could lead to potential unconstitutional takings.

Response to Comment I8-6:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment I8-5 and Master Response #3. As discussed in
this Master Response, General Plan policies should not be read in a vacuum, but rather part of a
comprehensive series of goals, policies, and implementation measures. As further noted in this
Master Response, an outright ban would not provide sufficient flexibility in County policies to
address unknown and unforeseen circumstances. Once site specific projects are proposed the
County will need to balance numerous planning, environmental, and policy considerations in the
General Plan based upon the specific parcels of land and the specific projects that are proposed.

Response to Comment I8-7:
Please see Response to Comment I8-6 for discussion of policy flexibility. The commenter is also
directed to Section 9.2 “Transportation Design” of the Air Quality Element, which more
appropriately includes several policies designed to address the transportation-related air quality
concerns expressed by the commenter. Specific policies included in the section include the
following:


Policy AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs. The County shall
coordinate and provide support for County Transportation Demand Management
programs with other public and private agencies, including programs developed by the
TCAG and the SJVAPCD [New Policy].



Policy AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review. The County shall require major development
projects, as defined by the SJVAPCD, to reasonably mitigate air quality impacts
associated with the project. The County shall notify developers of SJVAPCD Rule 9510
– Indirect Source Review requirements and work with SJVAPCD to determine
mitigations, as feasible, that may include, but are not limited to the following:
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o

Providing bicycle access and parking facilities,

o

Increasing density,

o

Encouraging mixed use developments,

o

Providing walkable and pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods,

o

Providing increased access to public transportation,

o

Providing preferential parking for high-occupancy vehicles, car pools, or
alternative fuels vehicles, and

o

Establishing telecommuting programs or satellite work centers [New Policy].

Policy AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality. When developing the regional
transportation system, the County shall work with TCAG to comprehensively study
methods of transportation which may contribute to a reduction in air pollution in Tulare
County. Some possible alternatives that should be studied are:
o

Commuter trains (Light Rail, Amtrak, or High Speed Rail) connecting with
Sacramento, Los Angeles, and San Francisco, with attractive services scheduled
up and down the Valley,

o

Public transportation such as buses and light rail, to serve between communities
of the Valley, publicly subsidized if feasible,

o

Intermodal public transit such as buses provided with bicycle racks, bicycle
parking at bus stations, bus service to train stations and airports, and park and
ride facilities, and

o

Community transportation systems supportive of alternative transportation
modes,, such as cycling or walking trails, with particular attention to high-density
areas [ERME IV-C; Open Space for the Preservation of Air Quality;
Recommendation 4] [ERME; Pg 139, Modified].



Policy AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations. The County shall encourage
commercial, retail, and residential developments to participate in or create Transportation
Management Associations (TMAs) that may assist in the reduction of pollutants through
strategies that support carpooling or other alternative transportation modes [New Policy].



Policy AQ-2.5 Ridesharing. The County shall continue to encourage ridesharing
programs such as employer-based rideshare programs [New Policy].

Response to Comment I8-8:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I8-7.

Response to Comment I8-9:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I8-4 and I8-5.

Response to Comment I8-10:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I8-5 and I8-7.
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Response to Comment I8-11:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I8-7. The policy issues raised
by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element. Additionally, please see RDEIR
pages 3.2-35 through 3.2-38 for discussion of proposed General Plan policies which address mass
transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

Response to Comment I8-12:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment I8-5 and Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I8-13:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I8-7. The policy issues raised
by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element. Please see Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I8-14:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I8-6 and I8-7. As noted above,
individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum. The policy issues raised by the
commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element.

Response to Comment I8-15:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I8-16:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I8-5 and I8-7. The policy issues
raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element.

Response to Comment I8-17:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comments I8-4 and I8-7. The policy
issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element.

Response to Comment I8-18:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comments I8-4 and I8-7, Master
Response #3 for discussion of General Plan implementation and enforceability, and Master
Response #4 for discussion of the level of detail in the RDEIR and General Plan. The policy
issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element.

Response to Comment I8-19:
The principles provided on page C-2 are intended to reflect broader goals specific to a particular
issue. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comments I8-4, I8-5, and I8-7. The
policy issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element.
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Response to Comment I8-20:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comments I8-4 and I8-7. The policy
issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element. Please also note that the
RDEIR address impacts in comparison to existing conditions. While an important issue, existing
aesthetic issues are not impacts of the proposed project and are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix
(see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR
was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42); 190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I8-21:
The commenter indicates that the wording of several General Plan 2030 Update policies specific
to air quality lacks sufficient detail to avoid or reduce air quality issues. As previously described
in the response to Comment A8-11, policies in the General Plan 2030 Update include use of the
word “shall”, which indicates an unequivocal directive for the County. It should also be noted
that General Plan policies are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are
not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation measures. The commenter is directed to
Master Response #3 and #4. The comment is also referred to Response to Comments I8-1 through
I8-20.
The commenter states that the words “when feasible” should be deleted when referring to
mitigating impacts. The RDEIR Section 4.3 uses the term “feasible” consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 21061.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15364. Such a policy without this
language would provide insufficient flexibility and is considered infeasible for the reasons
described here, under Response to Comment I8-5, and Master Response #3.
The comment also suggests banning “brush and Ag burns.” These burns are considered standard
practice for fire protection. If these burns were prohibited, the material would have to be hauled
to a landfill. Hauling this material to a landfill would increase vehicle miles traveled within the
County, would increase fuel consumption or use, would increase related vehicular emissions, and
would decrease landfill capacity at an accelerated rate.

Response to Comment I8-22:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comments I8-4 and I8-7. The policy
issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality Element.

Response to Comment I8-23:
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment I8-24:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comments I8-4 and I8-7, and Master
Response #3 and #4. The policy issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality
Element.

Response to Comment I8-25:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comments I8-4 and I8-7, and Master
Response #3 and #4. The policy issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the Air Quality
Element.

Response to Comment I8-26:
The commenter’s closing remarks are noted. The commenter is directed to Response to
Comments I8-1 through I8-25, and Master Response #3 and #4 for discussion of General Plan
implementation, enforceability, and level of detail. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Letter I9. Edgar & Associates
Response to Comment I9-1:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response is required.

Response to Comment I9-2:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required. However, the commenter’s suggestions regarding the Climate Action
Plan will be forwarded to County decision makers for consideration.

Response to Comment I9-3:
The comment re-states the Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling Measures Summary from the
Climate Action Plan, which is: (1) Encourage the use of recycled materials in its own operations
and purchases; (2) provide sites and publicity for recycling events; and (3) work with recycling
contractors on innovative programs to encourage residents and businesses to take advantage of
recycling services. The comment also lists a fourth goal: to reduce agricultural burning through
cogeneration and composting. This is actually part of the voluntary programs section of the CAP,
and is an example of the project and initiatives being pursued by the agricultural industry in
cooperation with government agencies and universities.
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Response to Comment I9-4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I9-5:
The County agrees with the suggestion to coordinate with existing business recycling
infrastructure to help ensure a comprehensive approach to help achieve recycling and AB 32
goals. The commenter is referred to Section PFS-5 of the General Plan 2030 Update which
identifies a number of policies designed to address the efficient disposal and recycling of solid
waste in Tulare County.

Response to Comment I9-6:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I9-5.

Letter I10. Home Builders Association of Tulare/Kings Counties
Response to Comment I10-1:
The commenter’s introductory statement is noted. The Housing Element has already been
adopted but not certified at this time. The County anticipates that there will be changes to the
Housing Element through a separate tract as a General Plan Amendment. Changes to the Housing
Element are not proposed as part of the proposed project in the RDEIR and hence not reviewed as
part of this RDEIR. Furthermore, neither the RDEIR nor the proposed General Plan rely upon or
discuss the County Public Facilities Impact Fee Study dated October 21, 2008 (referenced in the
comment as “PFIF”). This 2008 study has not yet been considered and not yet received further
revisions. We anticipate changes to the study through an adoption process described in the
California Fee Mitigation Act (Government Code 66000). This comment does not address the
content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required (CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).

Response to Comment I10-2:
The commenter’s introductory statement is noted. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I10-3:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). However, the commenter’s
suggestions regarding consistency of the County’s Housing Element with the County’s Public
Facilities Impact Fee Study will be forwarded to County decision makers for additional
consideration in those separate adoption processes.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-59

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

Response to Comment I10-4:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required. Please see response to comment I10-3.

Response to Comment I10-5:
Comment noted. The General Plan provides standards for population density and building
intensity in the General Plan consistent with Government Code requirements. This comment does
not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required. The commenter
is referred to Section 2.5 (page 2-29) of the General Plan Background Report (included as
Appendix B in the RDEIR) for a description of population projections and demographics used in
developing the General Plan 2030 Update, including those projections prepared by the California
Department of Finance.

Response to Comment I10-6:
Comment noted. The commenter is referred to the response prepared to Comment I10-3 and to
the following existing policy in the General Plan 2030 Update that addresses the commenter’s
concern:


ERM-5.6 Location and Size Criteria for Parks. Park types used in Tulare County are
defined as follows:
o

Neighborhood Play Lots (Pocket Parks). The smallest park type, these are typically
included as part of a new development to serve the neighborhood in which they are
contained. Typical size is one acre or less. If a park of this type is not accessible to
the general public, it can not be counted towards the park dedication requirements of
the County. Pocket Parks can be found in communities, hamlets, and other
unincorporated areas.

o

Neighborhood Parks. Neighborhood parks typically contain a tot lot and playground
for 2-5 year olds and 5-12 year olds, respectively, one basketball court or two halfcourts, baseball field(s), an open grassy area for informal sports activities (for
example, soccer), and meandering concrete paths that contain low-level lighting for
walking or jogging. In addition, neighborhood parks typically have picnic tables and
a small group picnic shelter. These park types are typically in the range of 2 to 15
acres and serve an area within a ½ mile radius. Neighborhood parks can be found in
communities, hamlets, and other unincorporated areas.

o

Community Parks. Community parks are designed to serve the needs of the
community as a whole. These facilities can contain the same facilities as the
neighborhood park. In addition, these parks can contain sports facilities with night
lighting, community centers, swimming pools, and facilities of special interest to the
community. These parks are typically 15 to 40 acres in size and serve an area within
a 2 mile radius. Community parks can be found in communities planned community
areas, and large hamlets.

o

Regional Parks. Regional parks are facilities designed to address the needs of the
County as a whole. These facilities may have an active recreation component (play
area, group picnic area, etc.), but the majority of their area is maintained for passive
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recreation (such as hiking or horseback riding), and natural resource enjoyment.
Regional parks are typically over 200 acres in size, but smaller facilities may be
appropriate for specific sites of regional interest.
o

The following guidelines should be observed in creating and locating County parks:

o

The County shall strive to maintain an overall standard of five or more acres of
County-owned improved parkland per 1,000 population in the unincorporated
portions of the County,

o

Neighborhood play lots (pocket parks) are encouraged as part of new subdivision
applications as a project amenity, but are not included in the calculation of dedication
requirements for the project,

o

Neighborhood parks at three acres per 1,000 population, if adjoining an elementary
school and six acres per 1,000 population if separate [ERME IV-C; Open Space;
Policy 3; Pg. 101],

o

Community parks at one-acre per 1,000 population if adjoining a high school and two
acres per 1,000 population if separate [ERME IV-C; Open Space; Policy 4; Pg. 101],

o

Regional parks at one-acre per 1,000 population,

o

Only public park facilities shall be counted toward Countywide parkland standards,
and

o

A quarter mile walking radius is the goal for neighborhood parks [ERME IV-C; Open
Space; Policy 7; Pg. 101].

Response to Comment I10-7:
Comment noted. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail in the General Plan
and the RDEIR. Furthermore, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum. All of the
goals and policies have been proposed as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General
Plan); (For example see Table on RDEIR page 3.6-39). Rather these policies will be interpreted
in relationship to the other goals, policies, and implementation measures contained in the General
Plan which provide additional clarity on how they will be implemented and the goals and
standards by which they will be achieved. The commenter is also directed to General Plan, Part I,
starting on page 13-1 for discussion of infrastructure requirements and implementation measures.
The existing service levels for all public services and utilities are discussed in RDEIR section 3.9,
Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required. However, the commenter’s suggestion on
the General Plan will be forwarded to County decision makers for additional consideration.
Please see Master Response #4. The level of infrastructure will be determined on a
community/hamlet site specific level. Please see PFS1.3 on page 14-3 of the General Plan
Update.

Response to Comment I10-8:
Comment noted. Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General
Plan and Master Response #4 for discussion of the level of detail required in the General Plan and
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the RDEIR. As discussed therein, more detailed information will be provided in future
implementation measures, ordinances, and in some instances, site specific/project specific
requirements may be conditioned at the time projects are considered for approval by the County.

Response to Comment I10-9:
The commenter’s summary of issues and closing remarks are noted. Please see Response to
Comment I10-1 and I10-3. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the
RDEIR; no further response required.

Letter I11. Sierra Club Kern-Kaweah Chapter (Clums)
Response to Comment I11-1:
The commenter provides introductory remarks, consisting of a table of contents, and a list of
attachments. The comment describes the attachments as comment letters submitted on the previously
published 2008 DEIR. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f)(1), the RDEIR advised the
public that written responses would not be prepared for previous comments on the 2008 DEIR.
Written responses are provided for comments on significant environmental issues related to the
project as currently proposed and the RDEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f)). Please see Master
Response #2 for additional discussion. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of
the RDEIR; no further response required. Responses to specific comments in this letter are
provided in the responses below.

Response to Comment I11-2:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Additionally, please see response to
Comment A8-11. The commenter is also directed to the response to Comment A8-17 regarding the
impact analysis and Master Response #9 for additional information regarding the alternatives analysis
for the RDEIR.
As noted in these Master Responses, the General Plan is a long term comprehensive plan for the
physical development of the County (see Gov. Code §65300). These policies and objectives are
implemented through various other actions, such as specific plans and zoning which are more detailed
and specific (See Gov. Code §§ 65359, 65400, 65455, and 65860). Furthermore, the County’s
proposed General Plan also contains a number of implementations measures included in Part I,
Sections 2.8, 3.3, 4.8, 5.7, .7.5, 8.8, 9.5, 10.10, 11.4, 13.6, 13.7, 14.10; Part II Sections 1.2, 2.2, 3.11,
3.12, 4.2 at the end of each chapter or element.
As discussed in the Government Code, the Legislature recognized that the level of detail in the
General Plan will vary. “The Legislature recognizes that the capacity of the California cities and
counties to respond to state planning laws varies due to the legal differences between cities and
counties, both charter and general law, and to differences among them in physical size and
characteristics, population size and density, fiscal and administrative capabilities, land use and
development issues, and human needs…recognizing that each city and county is required to
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establish its own appropriate balance in the context of the local situation when allocating
resources to meet these purposes (see Gov. Code §65300.9; see also Gov. Code §65301(c)). As
further discussed in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) General Plan
Guidelines, “given the long-term nature of a general plan, its diagrams and text should be general
enough to allow a degree of flexibility in decision-making as times change” (Office of Planning
and Research 2003, page 14).
As discussed in Section 1.4 of the RDEIR, the County prepared a “program EIR,” also referred to
as a “first tier” document. CEQA authorizes the preparation of a “program EIR” when the project
at hand consists of a program, regulation, or series of related actions that can be characterized as
one large project. Typically, such a project involves actions that are closely related either
geographically or temporally. Program EIRs are typically prepared for general plans, specific
plans, and regulatory programs. Generally speaking, program EIRs analyze broad environmental
effects of the program with the acknowledgment that site-specific environmental review will be
required when future development projects are proposed under the approved regulatory program
(CEQA Guidelines §15168). As discussed by the California Supreme Court “it is proper for a
lead agency to use its discretion to focus a first-tier EIR on only the general plan or program,
leaving project-level details to subsequent EIR's when specific projects are being considered” (In
re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43
Cal.4th 1143).
While the County strives to provide as much detail as possible in the mitigation measures and
policies, some flexibility must be maintained to provide a General Plan capable of covering 4,840
square miles of land. As also discussed by the Court of Appeal, “a first-tier EIR may contain
generalized mitigation criteria and policy-level alternatives” (Koster v. County of San Joaquin
(1996) 47 Cal.App.4th 29; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2)).

Response to Comment I11-3:
The commenter indicates that only minor revisions to the general plan and environmental analysis
have been implemented as part of the General Plan 2030 Update and associated RDEIR. In all,
the County completed approximately 350 difference changes to the 2008 version of the Goals and
Policies Report, including the development of 24 new policies and 13 new implementation
measures. This misconception is addressed on pages 1-3 through 1-4 of the RDEIR. The
commenter is also directed to Master Response #2, which provides a summary of all proposed
changes to the General Plan 2030 Update (including a description of the updated Background
Report, Climate Action Plan, and Goals and Policies Report).
Additionally, it should be noted that the list of revised or new policies and implementation
measures provided on Table ES-3 of the RDEIR is not intended to represent a complete list of all
policy changes from the 2008 version of the General Plan 2030 Update. As indicated on page ES8 of the RDEIR, Table ES-3 only provides a list of the revised or new policies and
implementation measures that were identified through the CEQA or environmental analysis
process. As previously indicated, the County underwent an exhaustive update to the 2008 version
that is reflected in the current version of the General Plan 2030 Update.
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In reviewing Table ES-3, it was indentified that Agricultural Element Implementation Measure
#15 was inadvertently omitted from the table. The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor
Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this Final EIR which includes the revised text. This
revision does not change the analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.
The comment also suggests that the proposed General Plan would allow development throughout
the County. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the
proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the
goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15
of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I11-5:
The commenter’s summary is noted.

Response to Comment I11-6:
As noted in the RDEIR there have been substantial revisions to the proposed General Plan EIR
released in 2010, as well as the RDEIR, which was recirculated in its entirety. Please also see
Response to Comment I11-3 for discussion of these changes. In drafting these revisions the
County carefully considered each of the comment letters received on the previous Draft EIR.
As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(1), “When an EIR is substantially
revised and the entire document is recirculated, the lead agency may require reviewers to submit
new comments and, in such cases, need not respond to those comments received during the
earlier circulation period. The lead agency shall advise reviewers, either in the text of the revised
EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, that although part of the administrative record, the
previously comments do not require a written response in the final EIR, and that new comments
must be submitted for the revised EIR. The lead agency need only respond to those comments
submitted in response to the recirculated revised EIR.” Consistent with the requirements of this
section, the County notified reviewers that responses would not be prepared for comments on the
2008 DEIR on page ES-8 of the RDEIR as well as in the Notice of Availability. This does need
trigger the need to recirculate the RDEIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
This approach is also consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), which states that in
drafting comment letters the public should “focus on the sufficiency of the document in
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and the way in which the
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated” (Emphasis Added). In the current
instance, both the project and the RDEIR have been revised substantially. Previous comments are
not longer applicable to the currently proposed General Plan (project), which is why additional
opportunities to comment on the revised General Plan and the RDEIR have been provided. The
commenter also appears to have availed themselves of this opportunity, having provided an
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extensive comment letter. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #2 for a
description of how the previously submitted comment letters were addressed as part of the
recirculation process.

Response to Comment I11-7:
The commenter provides an opinion or criticism on the General Plan Update (i.e. on policies,
implementation measures, etc.) without providing suggestions on how to improve the plan;
consequently this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR, and no
further response is required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a). Please see Master Response #2
for a discussion of previously submitted comment letters.

Response to Comment I11-8:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the Notice of Availability prepared for the RDEIR is noted.
The Notice of Availability prepared for the RDEIR was prepared consistent with the requirements
outlined in Section 15087(c) and 15088.5(f)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines. Please see Master
Response #2 and Response to Comment I11-6 for a discussion of previously submitted comment
letters.

Response to Comment I11-9:
As clearly identified on page ES-8 of the RDEIR, Table ES-3 is intended to solely focus on the
new or revised General Plan 2030 Update policies/implementation measures and Table ES-4 is
intended to summarize these policies/implementation measures in context to the specific impact
they are intended to address. Mitigation Measures, as is the case here, can take the form of new
policies. As noted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2), “In the case of adoption of a
plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, mitigation measures can be incorporated into the
plan, policy, regulation ,or project design. The Executive Summary therefore provides a summary
of both the project’s impacts and mitigation measures. As clearly stated on page 1-12 of the
RDEIR, the proposed General Plan 2030 Update is intended to be self-mitigating, in that some or
all policies and implementation measures are designed to mitigate specific environmental
impacts. The introduction to the environmental analysis (see pages 3-3 to 3-4) identifies (and
provides an example) of how each impact statement within the RDEIR describes key
policies/implementation measures included as part of the proposed project (i.e., Goals and
Policies Report of the General Plan 2030 Update) serve to mitigate each identified impact.
Summary tables of these various policies are also provided as part of each impact discussion.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, “Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR”, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for the Executive Summary. This revised text includes a
summary of the issues to be resolved and the choices among alternatives, which were addressed
in Chapter 4.0 of the RDEIR. This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions presented
in the RDEIR. The commenter is also referred to Response to Comments I4-1 and Master
Response #3 which clearly describes the use of policies and implementation measures as
mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment I11-10:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-9 regarding changes to the
Executive Summary.

Response to Comment I11-11:
The County understands that reviewing the extensive amount of information that comprises both the
General Plan 2030 Update and the RDEIR can be daunting. To help facilitate review of this important
document, not only has the County included an “Executive Summary”, meeting the requirement of
CEQA guidelines §15123, it also includes an “Introduction” (Chapter 1) section which specifies
several important items that provide background and understanding of the format of the RDEIR.
These include the following:
 Background on the RDEIR
 Recirculation of the Draft EIR Pursuant to CEQA
 Purpose of the EIR
 Type of EIR
 EIR Process
 EIR Organization
 Overall EIR Approach and Assumptions
 EIR Preparation
Finally, to help the reader even further understand the key assumptions and methods used to describe
the environmental analysis for individual resource topics, the RDEIR provides a “Reader’s Guide” as
part of Chapter 3 “Environmental Analysis”. This guide includes a description of key terms, impact
analyses methodologies, environmental baseline, and a description of the planning area. With this
extensive presentation of summary, background, and RDEIR methodology information, the County
has demonstrated its commitment to both encourage and facilitate public review of this important
County document within the legal timeframes mandated by CEQA.

Response to Comment I11-12:
The commenter is referred to the various responses prepared for Comment Letter I4. As noted
above, the RDEIR included extensive discussion of alternatives in Chapter 4.0. As also noted in
Response to Comment I11-9, the Executive Summary section of the RDEIR has also been
revised. None of this information is considered significant new information under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5 which would necessitate recirculation.

Response to Comment I11-13:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-12.
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Response to Comment I11-14:
There is no “Dumbing Down” of Significance Criteria for Impact 3.6-2, 3.6-5, and 3.8-6 from
that of the 2008 DEIR and CEQA Guidelines Appendix G” as alleged by the comments.
The lead agency (Tulare County) has discretion to set its own significance criteria. “The
determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for
careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent possible on
scientific and factual data. An iron clad definition of significant effect is not always possible
because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15064(b)). Therefore, “a lead agency has the discretion to determine whether to classify an
impact described in an EIR as ‘significant,’ depending on the nature of the area affected” (Mira
Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477).
It is important to keep in mind that Appendix G is a test for determining whether there are
potentially significant impacts and consequently whether an EIR needs to be prepared.
Furthermore, Appendix G is by no means a mandatory set of thresholds. While Appendix G is
sometimes adopted, in part, to determine a project’s significant impacts, Appendix G was created
for the purpose of evaluating potential impacts for an initial study. Even in this capacity, the
guidelines make it clear that appendix G is not mandatory; “Sample forms for an applicant’s
project description and review form for use by the lead agency are contained in Appendices G
and H…These forms are only suggested, and public agencies are free to devise their own format
for an initial study” (CEQA Guidelines §15063(f)).
This EIR has tailored Appendix G to suit the unique qualities and characteristics of the project
area given the mandates to analyze site specific characteristics. The significance thresholds were
also updated to more efficiently describe the specific impact being addressed by the analysis. In
the case of Impact 3.6-2 several minor changes (including changing the project’s reference from
“General Plan Update” to “proposed project” and eliminating “in the long-term”) were made to
more efficiently identify the impact being described. Essentially, the focus of the impact analysis
is concentrated on addressing the issue of aquifer volumes and or the lowering of the local
groundwater level (consistent with guidance provided in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G).
The commenter is directed to review the extensive analysis beginning on page 3.6-40 through
3.6-47 of the RDEIR which includes analysis regarding groundwater overdraft conditions,
expected population growth within the study area, management of groundwater resources,
groundwater adjudications, potential future changes in groundwater legislation, and detailed
descriptions of General Plan 2030 Update policies and implementation measures designed to
address groundwater issues. The analysis for Impact 3.6-2 is also based on the water supply
evaluation prepared for the proposed project. Please see Master Response #6 specific to water
supply issues.

Response to Comment I11-15:
This comment expresses an opinion. Please see Response to Comment I11-14. It should also be noted
that existing environmental conditions are not impacts of the proposed project (see Watsonville Pilots
Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to
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resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley
Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S.
6565 (pages 31-42); 190 Cal.App.4th 324). This comment does not address the content or adequacy
of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I11-16:
The comment is noted. Please also see Response to Comments I11-14 and I11-15.

Response to Comment I11-17:
The comment is noted. Please also see Response to Comments I11-14 and I11-15.

Response to Comment I11-18:
As indicated in the response prepared for Comment I11-14, the impact statement was updated to
more efficiently describe the specific impact being addressed by the analysis, but in no way
affected the methods and analysis used to thoroughly address the impact. The commenter is
directed to review the extensive analysis beginning on page 3.6-52 through 3.6-54 of the RDEIR
which includes a review of applicable FEMA flood maps, analysis of floodplain impacts to
people and habitable structures, and detailed descriptions of General Plan 2030 Update policies
and implementation measures designed to address flooding issues. The commenter is also
directed to Figure 3.6-5 of the RDEIR which identifies existing mapped FEMA flood zone areas
along with dam inundation areas. As indicated in the figure and text of the RDEIR, a number of
existing cities and communities are located within or near 100-year floodplains, including CutlerOrosi, East Orosi, Traver, Woodlake, West Goshen, Visalia, Farmersville, Lindsay, Tulare,
Strathmore, Tipton, Porterville, Pixley, Teviston, and Allensworth. While the impact analysis
(and General Plan 2030 Update policies) apply to all areas of the County, it should be noted that
most mapped flood zone areas of the County are located within the lower elevations of the Rural
Valley Lands Plan area of the County. This is also the location of a majority of the County’s
anticipated growth over the horizon of the General Plan 2030 Update. It should also be noted that
the RDEIR disclosed this impact as Significant and Unavoidable.
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which discusses the level of detail required for
a programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I11-19:
As indicated in the response prepared for Comment I11-14, the impact statement was updated to
more efficiently describe the specific impact being addressed by the analysis, but in no way
affected the methods and analysis used to thoroughly address the impact.
The commenter’s opinion regarding growth in the foothill and mountain areas of the County is
incorrect. Due to a variety of factors (including slope factors, state/federal land ownership, and
water supply), development in the foothill and mountain areas is limited, with a majority of future
development anticipated under the horizon of the General Plan 2030 Update to occur within the
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lower elevations of the County. As discussed on page 2-17 and 2-24, the proposed General Plan
focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to
accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
Please see Master Response #11 for discussion of Yokohl Ranch proposal. Please note that the
Yokohl Ranch Project is not included as part of the proposed project and will not be considered for
approval as part of the general plan 2030 update project. It should however be noted that it was
discussed under the Cumulative analysis on page 5-6 of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-20:
The comment cites to language discussed under the “Summary of Impacts” statement on page
3.8-30. The comment is directed to more detailed impact analysis on the ensuing pages 3.8-33
through 3.8-35, which describes the risk associated with Urban and Wildland Fires. The comment
is also directed to page ES-7 of the RDEIR, which notes that the Background Reports were
incorporated by reference and made available as Appendix B of the RDEIR. “Where all or part of
another document is incorporated by reference, the incorporated language shall be considered to
be set forth in full as part of the text of the EIR or negative declaration” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15150).
The RDEIR acknowledges the potential impacts associated with wildland fires and indicates
potential threats to the people and structures of the County, in particular those residing in the
Foothill Growth Management Plan and Mountain Framework Plan Areas, which are more
susceptible to wildland fires due to potential fuel loads (grassland and other vegetation). Pages
3.8-33 through 3.8-35 of the RDEIR also identify the range of General Plan 2030 Update policies
designed to address wildland fire impacts. A summary is provided below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Planning Framework, Public Facilities & Services
Elements and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Health & Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services
and emergency response planning include the following:
HS-1.4
HS-1.5
HS-1.6
HS-1.8
HS-1.9
HS-1.10
HS-1.12
HS-6.1
HS-6.2
HS-6.3
HS-6.4
HS-6.5
HS-6.6
HS-6.7
HS-6.8
HS-6.9
HS-6.10
HS-6.11

Building and Codes
Hazard Awareness and Public Education
Public Safety Programs
Response Times Planning in GIS
Emergency Access
Emergency Services Near Assisted Living
Housing
Addressing
New Building Fire Hazards
Development in Fire Hazard Zones
Consultation with Fire Service Districts
Encourage Cluster Development
Fire Risk Recommendations
Wildland Fire Management Plans
Water Supply System
Private Water Supply
Fuel Modification Programs
Fuel Breaks
Fire Buffers
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PF-5.2
PFS-1.3
PFS-2.1
PFS-7.1
PFS-7.2
PFS-7.3
PFS-7.4
PFS-7.5
PFS-7.6
PFS-7.7
PFS-7.11

Criteria for New Towns (Planned Communities)
Impact Mitigation
Water Supply
Fire Protection
Fire Protection Standards
Visible Signage for Roads and Buildings
Interagency Fire Protection Cooperation
Fire Staffing and Response Time Standards
Provision of Station Facilities and Equipment
Cost Sharing
Locations of Fire and Sheriff Stations/Substations
FGMP-10.2 Provision of Safety Services
FGMP-10.3 Fire and Crime Protection Plan
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Planning Framework, Public Facilities & Services
Elements and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Health & Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services
and emergency response planning include the following:
HS-6.12
HS-6.13
HS-6.14
HS-6.15
HS-7.1

Weed Abatement
Restoration of Disturbed Lands
Coordination with Cities
Coordination of Fuel Hazards on Public Lands
Coordinate Emergency Response Services
with Government Agencies
HS-7.2
Mutual Aid Agreement
HS-7.3
Maintain Emergency Evacuation Plans
HS-7.4
Upgrading for Streets and Highways
HS-7.5
Emergency Centers
HS-7.6
Search and Rescue
HS-7.7
Joint Exercises
HS Implementation Measure #15
HS Implementation Measures #16
Public Facilities & Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County services to provide adequate
service levels include the following:
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #3
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #12

Response to Comment I11-21:
Please see Response to Comment I11-14 for information on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
(County not required to use Appendix G thresholds or format). Based upon the language of the
comment, the environmental concern is not clear. One of the italicized thresholds [Question C]
involves impacts to timber production (i.e. would the project interrupt existing logging activities),
whereas the other threshold addresses habitat impacts. The comment goes on to raise concerns
involving greenhouses gases, watersheds, water supply, water quality, soil erosion, and wildfires.
As described in greater detail below, all of these resources areas have been addressed in other
Sections of the RDEIR.
As noted in Response to comment I11-3, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within
established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Please also see Response to Comment I11-19
and Master Response #11 for discussion of development in the foothills.
To address the comments first potential concern regarding impacts to timber production, the
majority of timber lands are located on state/federal lands with specific guidelines protecting their
use or development, outside the jurisdiction of the County. Nevertheless land use designations
have been provided for these areas to comply with Government Code requirements necessitating
land use designations for all areas of the County regardless of jurisdiction (See Government Code
Section 65302(a) and (a)(1)). Because of the lack of jurisdiction over those areas, the proposed
project would not affect those operations, as described in greater detail on RDEIR page 5-11.
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For those areas within the jurisdiction of the County, Government Code 65302(a)(1) requires the
County to designate existing parcels zoned for timberland production under the California
Timberland Productivity Act of 1982 (“TPZ”). However, as also noted under Government Code
Section 51115, the County has limited authority to interfere with timberland operations. As also
noted in General Plan, Part I, page 4-16, the General Plan provides for Timberland areas that have
already been zoned Timberland Production. Existing Timberlands are discussed in Table 3.1-1.
Additional existing information on the location of forests is also shown in Figure 3.10-1.
However, at this time no new TPZ zones have been proposed, and any new development would
need to prepare a Timber Harvesting Plan [Functional equivalent of an EIR; Forest Practice Rules
(Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapters 4, 4.5, and 10].
Additionally, as also noted in RDEIR page 2-10, no residential units are allowed to be developed
in “Timber Production” designations and any additional development is highly limited (0.02
Floor to Area Ratio). Furthermore, General Plan policy ERM-5.20 does not allow uses if they
would interfere with forest practices, are incompatible with forestry uses, or degrade the
watershed and/or water quality due to increased erosion. Any uses within Timber Production
Lands must also meet standards relating to availability of fire protection, water supply, and waste
disposal, and well as minimizing the loss of productive forest lands.
For specific impacts to agricultural resources (including impacts to important farmlands and
Williamson Act contract lands) the commenter is directed to Section 3.10 “Agricultural
Resources” of the RDEIR. Given the importance of this topic to the County landscape, the issues
surrounding agricultural resources have been provided a separate section in the RDEIR. The
majority of timber lands are located on state/federal lands with specific guidelines protecting their
use or development outside the jurisdiction of the County. However, the County acknowledges
the importance of this resource to both the natural environment and economic future of the
County and region. The commenter is directed to Section 3.11 “Biological Resources” of the
RDEIR which includes mapping and analysis of these sensitive resources and identifies impacts
from a habitat or vegetation perspective. The commenter is also directed to Section 3.4 which
discusses greenhouse gas impacts, Section 3.6 which discusses watersheds, Section 3.6 and 3.9
which discuss water supply, Section 3.6 which discusses water quality, Section 3.7 which
discusses soil erosion, and Section 3.8 which discusses wildfires.

Response to Comment I11-22:
Comment noted. The Housing Element has already been adopted but not certified at this time.
The County anticipates that there will be changes to the Housing Element through a separate tract
as a General Plan Amendment. Changes to the Housing Element are not proposed as part of the
proposed project analyzed in the RDEIR and hence not reviewed as part of this RDEIR. The
County is familiar with the requirements of AB 162 and has prepared the Health and Safety
Element to reflect the necessary mapping and policy requirements, as appropriate and available
for the County, to ensure compliance with AB 162. The commenter is directed to the Health and
Safety Element of the General Plan 2030 Update to review the resource maps (including flood
zones, dam inundation areas, etc.) available.
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Response to Comment I11-23:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR (See
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a); no further response required. However, the commenter’s
suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for additional consideration.
Comment suggests that the policies are not enforceable. Please see Master Responses #3 and #4
regarding enforceability of General Plan Goals and Policies and the level of detail in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-24:
Comment noted.. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-22.

Response to Comment I11-25:
While the reference to the 85%/15% split identified on page 5-4 is incorrect, the correct
population split of 75%/25% is correctly used in the RDEIR analysis, as indicated in Table 5-1
and 2-11 of the RDEIR. The correct population assumptions are also more fully described on
page 2-24 of the RDEIR in the section titled “Build out and Population Growth Assumptions
under the General Plan”.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for page 5-4. This revision does not change the analysis
or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-26:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-27:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-28:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project. As described in the master response, the proposed Yokohl Ranch Project will require
compliance with CEQA and the project-level environmental document is anticipated to address a
similar range of topics as those addressed in the RDEIR (including aesthetics, water supply,
agricultural resources, biological resources, traffic, and air quality, etc.). The commenter is also
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I11-29:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
The comment also suggests that the Proposed Projects significance conclusions “pre-judge” the
impacts of the Yokohl Ranch Project. As noted in the Master Response #11, separate CEQA
analysis is being prepared for the Yokohl Ranch project. While there is discussion in the
cumulative analysis of this RDEIR, including the Yokohl Ranch Project, the purpose of this
cumulative analysis is to determine the proposed General Plan’s contribution to cumulative
impacts, in combination with other projects. However, the significance conclusions are still based
upon the contributions/impacts of the proposed General Plan, not the significance conclusions for
the Yokohl Ranch Project (please also see Response to Comment A8-10).

Response to Comment I11-30:
As noted in the comment, the referenced tables are in the sections titled “Summary of Impacts”,
for more detailed discussion of the impacts please see the ensuing impact analysis. For example,
Table 3.1-6 summarizes the analysis provided on pages 3.1-18 through 3.1-33. Please also see
Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-31:
The commenter is referred is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-6 and Master
Response #2 for a description of how previously submitted comments (2008) have been addressed as
part of the FEIR. The commenter is incorrect in their claim that public health impacts have not been
addressed in a meaning full fashion. The commenter is referred to several sections of the RDEIR
including Section 3.3 “Air Quality and Section 3.8 “Hazardous Materials and Public Safety which
address a variety of public health issues. Additionally, the commenter is referred to the following
responses prepared for Comments I11-32 through I11-35 for details regarding the impacts associated
with air and water quality impacts to public health issues.

Response to Comment I11-32:
Contrary to the comment, the RDEIR does address the public health issues associated with air
quality emissions. The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response
#3 also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as to help mitigate impacts analyzed
in the RDEIR. Please also see comment letter A16-1 from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District which states that the General Plan is in compliance with AB 170 [2003] (Reyes).
Consistent with the programmatic nature of the RDEIR, Impact 3.3-4 (see pages 3.3-25 through
3.3-27 of the RDEIR) provides a meaningful description of the potential sources of toxic air
contaminates (including those produced through vehicle, dairy operations, and industrial
processes) associated with the proposed project, a description of the health effects associated with
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air quality contaminants in Table 3.3-1, the regulatory environment (including guidance provided
by the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook), and refers the
reader to the appropriate section of the RDEIR for a list of general plan policies and implementation
measures that serve to mitigate the air quality impacts associated with the General Plan 2030 Update.
For this specific impact, the reader of the RDEIR is referred to a summary table of mitigating
policies prepared for a previous impact (Impact 3.3-2). This summary table is provided below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality Element

Policies designed to improve air quality through a regional approach and interagency cooperation include the following:
AQ-1.1 Cooperation with Other Agencies
AQ-1.2 Cooperation with Local Jurisdictions
AQ-1.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
AQ-1.4 Air Quality Land Use Compatibility
AQ-1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles
AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation include
the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #8

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12

Policies designed to implement the best available controls and monitoring to regulate air emissions include the following:
AQ-4.1 Air Pollution Control Technology
AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures
AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions
AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices
Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy
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It should be noted, that the above mentioned summary does not represent a comprehensive list of
policies or implementation measures designed to address a specific impact (in this case air
quality). The summary tables provided in the various impact discussions of the RDEIR are
intended to present only the key policies designed to address a specific issue.
Key policies included as part of the proposed project (and summarized in the table) to help
address a variety of issues (including air quality and TAC concerns) associated with the
inappropriate siting of sensitive land uses near other incompatible uses include Policies AQ-3.1
through AQ-3.6, LU-1.1 through LU-1.4, and LU-1.8. The RDEIR section also identified that
subsequent CEQA documentation prepared for individual projects would have project-specific
data and will be required to address, and to the extent feasible, mitigate any significant or
potentially significant air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. Examples of mitigation
that may be proposed include intersection/roadway capacity improvements or additional land use
siting and required setbacks or moving truck loading docks farther from sensitive receptors. It
was also noted in the RDEIR, that the ability to mitigate these potential impacts is contingent on a
variety of factors including the severity of the air quality impact, existing land use conditions and
the technical feasibility of being able to implement any proposed mitigation measures (e.g.,
relocations, road widening, etc.). However, even with implementation of these policies, the
impact was still considered potentially significant. The impact analysis further concluded that no
additional feasible mitigation is currently available and therefore, the impact remains significant
and unavoidable.
The comment also suggests that the proposed General Plan would allow “rampant sprawl”
throughout the County. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17 and 2-24, the
proposed General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas.
Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on
page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-33:
Impact 3.6-1 addresses the issue of possible water quality violations associated with future
development under the proposed project. Keeping in mind the nature of the RDEIR, the impact
description (provided on pages 3.6-38 through 3.6-40 of the RDEIR) identifies the potential
sources of pollution that could affect water quality and identifies the key General Plan 2030
Update policies developed to address this issue.
The policies are comprehensive (see summary table from the RDEIR below) and include policies
WR-1.9 and WR-2.1 through WR-2.8 which require continued compliance with water quality
standards and implementation of best management practices (BMPs). These BMPs could include
but are not limited to the following:


Excavation and grading activities in areas with steep slopes or directly adjacent to open
water shall be scheduled for the dry season only (April 30 to October 15), to the extent
possible. This will reduce the chance of severe erosion from intense rainfall and surface
runoff.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-75

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update



Temporary erosion control measures (such as fiber rolls, staked straw bales, detention
basins, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or other
ground cover) shall be provided until perennial revegetation or landscaping is established
and can minimize discharge of sediment into nearby waterways. For construction within
500 feet of a water body, appropriate erosion control measures shall be placed upstream
adjacent to the water body.



Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of sediment basins, traps, or other
appropriate measures.



No disturbed surfaces will be left without erosion control measures in place during the
rainy season, from October 15th through April 30th.



Erosion protection shall be provided on all cut-and-fill slopes. Revegetation shall be
facilitated by mulching, hydroseeding, or other methods and shall be initiated as soon as
possible after completion of grading and prior to the onset of the rainy season (by
October 15).



A vegetation and/or engineered buffer shall be maintained, to the extent feasible, between
the construction zone and all surface water drainages including riparian zones.



Effective mechanical and structural BMPs that could be implemented at the project site
include the following:
o

Mechanical storm water filtration measures, including oil and sediment
separators or absorbent filter systems such as the Stormceptor® system, can be
installed within the storm drainage system to provide filtration of storm water
prior to discharge.

o

Vegetative strips, high infiltration substrates, and grassy swales can be used
where feasible throughout the development to reduce runoff and provide initial
storm water treatment.

o

Roof drains shall discharge to natural surfaces or swales where possible to avoid
excessive concentration and channelizing storm water.

o

Permanent energy dissipaters can be included for drainage outlets.

o

Water quality detention basins shall be designed to provide effective water
quality control measures including the following, as relevant:


Maximize detention time for settling of fine particles;



Establish maintenance schedules for periodic removal of sedimentation,
excessive vegetation, and debris that may clog basin inlets and outlets;



Maximize the detention basin elevation to allow the highest amount of
infiltration and settling prior to discharge.



Hazardous materials such as fuels and solvents used on the construction sites shall be
stored in covered containers and protected from rainfall, runoff, vandalism, and
accidental release to the environment. All stored fuels and solvents will be contained in
an area of impervious surface with containment capacity equal to the volume of materials
stored. A stockpile of spill cleanup materials shall be readily available at all construction
sites. Employees shall be trained in spill prevention and cleanup, and individuals shall be
designated as responsible for prevention and cleanup activities.



Equipment shall be properly maintained in designated areas with runoff and erosion
control measures to minimize accidental release of pollutants.
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Additional policies address water quality concerns by ensuring adequate stormwater drainage
infrastructure (see PFS-4.1 through PFS-4.5). Additionally, Policy PFS-1.3 and Public Facilities
and Services Implementation Measures #1, #2, and #3 provide for the funding mechanism to
provide additional or expanded services in conjunction with new development. The proposed
project also includes policies that identify resources that should be protected from water quality
impacts (see Policies ERM-2.7, ERM-5.20, FGMP-8.6, FGMP-9.5, and WR-3.10). A number of
policies require new development to minimize water quality impacts associated with wastewater
and stormwater runoff through implementation of development standards and maintenance
requirements for septic systems (see Policies FGMP-8.2, FGMP-8.4, PFS-2.5, PFS-3.1, PFS-3.3,
PFS-3.5, PFS-3.6, WR-2.8, WR-2.9, and PFS Implementation Measure #7). The Water Resources
Element includes policies that require monitoring and collection of water quality data for surface
water and groundwater resources (see Policies WR-1.2 and WR-1.7). Consequently, with
implementation of all the policies and implementation measures, the water quality impact was
considered less than significant.
The commenter’s assertion that the RDEIR “cherry-picks” favorable information regarding water
quality conditions from the General Plan Background Report is untrue. While the General Plan
Background is intended to provide a more comprehensive picture of the County’s environmental,
social, and economic setting, the RDEIR includes sufficient information from the General Plan
Background Report to adequately identify the environmental setting or baseline for the impact
analysis. Please also see Response to Comment I11-20 which explains that the Background
Report has been incorporated by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, and was
made available with the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to page 3.6-27 of the RDEIR which
unequivocally identifies the severity of this existing issue as it relates to the County. The
following information is provided from page 3.6-27 of the RDEIR:
The salinity of groundwater typically increases in a westward direction across the San
Joaquin Valley. Conversely, nitrates and radiological components present near the Sierra
foothills region decrease with distance from the Foothills.
The Kings Sub-basin’s groundwater near the Sierra foothills may be high in nitrates and
sometimes radiological contaminants, and there are localized instances of pesticide
impairment (DWR, page 4, 2006). Farther from the foothills, naturally occurring
contaminants are diluted by surface water recharge, and replaced with organic
contaminants. All communities in the Kings Sub-basin are influenced by water quality issues
to some extent (Keller, Wegley & Associates, page C-8, 2006).
The Kaweah sub-basin has high nitrate areas on its eastern side where TDS values typically
range from 300-600 mg/L.
The Tule Sub-basin has some of the most significant issues in the County, with chlorides,
nitrates, and DBCP extending several miles from the Sierra foothills including beneath the
City of Lindsay. Water quality in this area is variable. Communities along the Highway 99
axis have access to good quality deep and shallow sources, while water quality in other areas
is unacceptable due to arsenic and other naturally occurring contaminants. Arsenic is a
locally specific problem. For example, several communities, such as Alpaugh, had wells
brought into noncompliance when Maximum Contaminant Levels for arsenic were reduced
from 50 ppb to 10 ppb several years ago.
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It should also be noted that existing conditions, such as existing groundwater overdraft and
existing water quality issues, are not impacts of the proposed project (see Watsonville Pilots
Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required
to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry
Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010)
2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42)).
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resource Management, Health and Safety,
Public Facilities and Services Elements and the Foothill
Growth Management and Planning Framework Plans

Water Resources Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through adherence to appropriate levels of water, wastewater, and storm drainage
infrastructure planning, financing and construction include the following:
ERM-2.7 Minimize Adverse Impacts
ERM-5.20 Allowable Uses on Timber Production Lands
FGMP-8.5 Protection of Lakes
FGMP-9.5 Alternate Sewage Disposal
HS-4.4 Contamination Prevention
PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns (Planned Communities)
PFS-1.3 Impact Mitigation
PFS-2.5 New Systems or Individual Wells
PFS-3.1 Private Sewage Disposal Standards
PFS-3.3 New Development Requirements
PFS-3.7 Financing
PFS-4.7 NPDES Enforcement
ERM Implementation Measure #45
FGMP Implementation Measure #30

WR-1.2 Groundwater Monitoring
WR-1.7 Collection of Additional Groundwater Information
WR-1.9 Collection of Additional Surface Water Information
WR-2.1 Protect Water Quality
WR-2.2 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Enforcement
WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs)
WR-2.4 Construction Site Sediment Control
WR-2.5 Major Drainage Management
WR-2.6 Degraded Water Resources
WR-2.7 Industrial and Agricultural Sources
WR-2.8 Point Source Control
WR-2.9 Private Wells
WR Implementation Measure #14, #16, and #17

Policies designed to minimize water quality impacts associated with stormwater, water, and wastewater utility infrastructure
needed to serve existing and planned urban areas include the following:
ERM-5.7 Public Water Access
ERM-7.3 Protection of Soils on Slopes
FGMP-8.2 Development Drainage Patterns
FGMP-8.4 Development of Wastewater Systems
FGMP-8.6 Development in the Frazier Valley Watershed
HS-5.8 Road Location
HS-5.9 Floodplain Development Restrictions
PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns (Planned Communities)
PFS-2.5 New Systems or Individual Wells
PFS-3.5 Wastewater System Failures
PFS-3.6 Care of Individual Systems
PFS-4.1 Stormwater Management Plans
PFS-4.2 Site Improvements
PFS-4.3 Development Requirements
PFS-4.4 Stormwater Retention Facilities
PFS-4.5 Detention/Retention Basins Design
PFS-4.6 Agency Coordination
PFS-4.7 NPDES Enforcement

WR-1.9 Collection of Additional Surface Water Information
WR-2.1 Protect Water Quality
WR-2.2 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Enforcement
WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs)
WR-2.4 Construction Site Sediment Control
WR-2.5 Major Drainage Management
WR-2.6 Degraded Water Resources
WR-2.7 Industrial and Agricultural Sources
WR-2.8 Point Source Control
WR-2.9 Private Wells
WR-3.10 Diversion of Surface Water
WR Implementation Measure #14, #16, and #17
FGMP Implementation Measure #33

Public Facilities and Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County utilities to provide adequate
service levels.
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #7
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Response to Comment I11-34:
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment I11-2 and Master Response #4 regarding the
appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
Master Response #3 also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation
measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-35:
The commenter’s point of an inconsistency between the water quality impact and the various
infrastructure impacts to service and utility providers is incorrect. The water quality significance
thresholds and the infrastructure capacity thresholds (wastewater treatment, solid waste facilities)
address different impacts. As identified in the water quality discussion, the RDEIR concluded
that water quality impacts from both point and non-point sources discharged via storm drains and
individual septic systems to receiving “Waters of the United States would be less than
significance with compliance with federal and State water quality regulations, best management
practices, and water quality monitoring. However, infrastructure capacity impacts associated with
wastewater treatment facilities (i.e. centralized treatment facilities, not septic systems), and solid
waste facilities were determined to be significant and unavoidable due to future long term
capacity issues that would limit the amount of growth that can adequately be provided service
with existing infrastructure as noted on page 3.9-50 and 3.9-56. Given the uncertainty or limited
amount of private, local, State, or federal funding that could be made available to help provide
additional infrastructure improvements, these infrastructure-related impacts were determined to
be significant and unavoidable.
While there may currently be insufficient infrastructure capacity in some locations of the County
to meet projected population growth in the year 2030, new development would be limited and
water quality protected under Policy PFS-1.3, as well as the other water quality policies and
measures described in Section 3.6, if and when there is inadequate wastewater treatment facility
capacity and solid waste disposal capacity. As noted on page 3.9-53, this policy requires the
County to review development proposals with regard to their impacts on infrastructure and
requires that new development pay its proportionate share of the costs of infrastructure
improvements required to serve the project to the extent permitted by State law. At any time that
sufficient capacity is not available, the supplier can notify the County of that fact and provide the
basis for County denial of a project or projects until service capacity is available.

Response to Comment I11-36:
The commenter’s summary of the previous four comments (I11-32 through I11-35) is noted.
Please see Response to Comments I11-32 through I11-35.

Response to Comment I11-37:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 for information on the water supply evaluation
conducted for the proposed project and the RDEIR. The commenter is referred to Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-79

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #3 also describes the appropriate use of general plan
policies to help mitigate impacts identified in the RDEIR.
The water supply analysis provided in the RDEIR is comprehensively addressed from two
perspectives. Section 3.6 “Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage” address the potential
impacts to the County’s hydrologic resources focusing on both surface/groundwater quantity and
quality. Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation Resources, and Utilities” focuses on the
potential impacts for local infrastructure or service providers to ensure continued levels of service
for a variety of public services and utilities (including water supply).
It should also be noted that the proposed project is expected to reduce water use below existing
levels (baseline), as described on RDEIR pages 3.9-11 and 3.9-47. Existing groundwater overdraft
and existing water quality issues, are beyond the EIR to fix (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City
of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; see also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 3142), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). Nevertheless, Sections 3.6 and 3.9 both acknowledge existing conditions
such as groundwater overdraft and water quality issues. The RDEIR also discusses potential solutions
to existing problems on pages 3.9-37 through 3.9-39. This is consistent with the requirements of
CEQA for a General Plan. As discussed in the Watsonville case [General Plan EIR], “The FEIR’s
discussion of the overdraft situation and its analysis of the steps that the City would take to address
this situation satisfy the standards set forth by the California Supreme Court in Vineyard. It is not
necessary for an EIR for a general plan to establish a ‘likely source of water.’
The comment is all directed to Response to Comments I11-38 through I11-57.

Response to Comment I11-38:
Comment noted. The entire paragraph (on page 3.9-47 of the RDEIR) with the identified quote is
provided below.
Overall, it is important to note that Tulare County lacks a comprehensive water supply
assessment and approach, and implementation strategy to address complex, regional water
supply issues. Due to the fact that water supply sources are not always contained within
jurisdictional boundaries, cooperation and coordination between all relevant regulatory
agencies, municipalities, public and private water suppliers, and other stakeholders is
critical. The County Water Commission can provide coordination and implementation
functions. Policies included as part of the proposed project that would minimize this impact
are summarized below by general plan element.
As indicated in context of the complete paragraph, the intent of the leading sentence is not to indicate
that the water supply evaluation or the RDEIR is in anyway incomplete or inadequate. Rather the
intent of the paragraph is to identify the complexity of the water supply situation in Tulare County,
with the County required to coordinate with a variety of localized or individual irrigation districts and
water supply purveyors to address larger regional concerns.
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It should also be noted that existing conditions, such as existing groundwater overdraft and existing
water quality issues, are not impacts of the proposed project (see Watsonville Pilots Association v.
City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the
[existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; see also Cherry Valley Pass Acres
and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages
31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I11-39:
The current comment references enclosure 10 to Exhibit 39 of the 2008 DEIR comment letter
attached to the 2010 RDEIR comment letter. These comments do not explain what the commenter
believes to be incorrect in Table 3.9-9 in the RDEIR or the previous Table in the 2008 DEIR.
Furthermore, the preparers of the RDEIR did review all comments received on the 2008 Draft
EIR for the proposed project (please see Master Response #2). No significant differences were
identified between the information provided by the commenter and the technical data collected
for Table 3.9-9. Consequently, no significant changes to Table 3.9-9 were made.

Response to Comment I11-40:
The preparers of the RDEIR understand that there has been no recent enlargement of Success
Reservoir. The preparers of the RDEIR also understand that a project of that magnitude has to
undergo an extensive (project-specific) environmental review (including possible compliance
with the National Environmental Policy Act) and permitting phase prior to its approval, with no
guarantee of its approval or dedication of funds for construction. The statement on page 3.9-39
should indicate a future possibility rather than recent enlargement.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for page 3.9-39. This revision does not change the
analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.
It should be noted that the intent of the reference to possible enlargement to Success Reservoir
was considered as a qualitative statement to discuss potential future water supply infrastructure
(information requested by the comment in comment I11-37 [i.e. water sources]). Its possible
water storage capacity was not quantified or referenced in the RDEIR water supply analysis to
address future sources of water and does not affect the significance conclusion.

Response to Comment I11-41:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 which describes the assumptions and
methodology used in developing the Water Supply Evaluation (WSE) for the proposed project.
The commenter is also referred to Response to Comment I11-37 which clarifies that while
existing overdraft is an important issue, it is beyond the scope of the RDEIR to solve existing
overdraft problems. Overall, the WSE concluded that because existing irrigated lands would be
displaced by new urban development, and new urban development consumes equal or less water
than historic agricultural operations, conditions would remain as they are (see also RDEIR pages
3.9-11 and 3.9-47). Impacts associated with groundwater overdraft are analyzed in RDEIR in
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Section 3.6. Secondary effects associated with groundwater overdraft are acknowledged on
RDEIR page 3.6-42
The commenter is incorrect in their assertions that the County does not take the issue of groundwater
quality/quantity and water supply with a degree of concern. The focus of the groundwater impact
analysis is concentrated on addressing the issue of aquifer volumes and or the lowering of the
local groundwater level. The commenter is also directed to pages for discussion of water supply
analysis starting on pages 3.6-40 and 3.9-36. The commenter is directed to review the extensive
analysis beginning on page 3.6-40 through 3.6-47 of the RDEIR which includes analysis regarding
groundwater overdraft conditions, expected population growth within the study area, management
of groundwater resources, groundwater adjudications, potential future changes in groundwater
legislation, and detailed descriptions of General Plan 2030 Update policies and implementation
measures designed to address groundwater issues. Page 3.6-47 of the RDEIR also identifies the range
of General Plan 2030 Update policies designed to address groundwater quality/quantity impacts.
A summary is provided below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Water Resources Element

Policies designed to minimize groundwater impacts through the early identification of required infrastructure and the orderly
construction and rehabilitation of the facilities needed to serve existing and planned urban areas include the following:
WR-1.1 Groundwater Withdrawal
WR-1.2 Groundwater Monitoring
WR-1.3 Water Export Outside County
WR-1.4 Conversion of Agricultural Water Resources
WR-1.5 Expand Use of Reclaimed Wastewater
WR-1.6 Expand Use of Reclaimed Water
WR-1.7 Collection of Additional Groundwater Information
WR-1.8 Groundwater Basin Management
WR-3.2 Develop an Integrated Regional Water Master Plan
WR-3.6 Water Use Efficiency
WR-3.9 Establish Critical Water Supply Areas
WR-3.10 Diversion of Surface Water
WR Implementation Measure #9, #18 and #27

Additional policies designed to minimize this impact through the provision and conservation of water resources and service
include the following:
WR-3.4 Water Resource Planning
WR-3.7 Emergency Water Conservation Plan
WR-3.8 Educational Programs
WR-3.11 Policy Impacts to Water Resources

The impact discussion also concludes that while the County will continue to implement a variety
of policies designed to improve groundwater management efforts throughout the County and the
larger region, the effectiveness of these extensive and feasible groundwater management efforts is
uncertain whether or not they will eventually reverse declining groundwater levels. Consequently,
the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
Similarly, the related Impact 3.9-1 “The proposed project would require new or expanded water
supplies, facilities and entitlements” provides a comprehensive analysis of the issue of water
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supply. The commenter is directed to review the extensive analysis beginning on page 3.9-36
through 3.9-50 of the RDEIR which includes analysis regarding the following:


Domestic Water Supply and Service Facilities.



Regional Water Supply and Water Entitlements.



Issues Affecting Supplies (including groundwater overdraft, the San Joaquin River
Restoration Settlement, population growth within and surrounding the County, joint
management of shared aquifers, groundwater adjudications, water transfers and
exchanges, delta supply issues, climate change, potential changes in groundwater law,
and water supply use legislation).



Summary of Water Supplies and Future Water Scenarios.

Page 3.9-49 of the RDEIR also identifies the range of General Plan 2030 Update policies
designed to address water supply impacts. Policies include a variety of water conservation, water
planning/policy measures, and infrastructure/capital improvement measures. A summary is
provided below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Planning Framework, Economic Development, Public
Facilities and Services, and Foothills Elements

Water Resources Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the early identification of required infrastructure and the orderly construction
and rehabilitation of the facilities needed to serve existing and planned urban areas include the following:
PF-2.3 UDB and Other Boundaries
PF-2.4 Community Plans
PF-2.5 Collaborative Community Planning Partnerships
PF-2.6 Land Use Consistency
PF-3.3 Hamlet Plans
PF-6.5 Regional Planning Coordination
ED-1.6 Develop Public/Private Partnerships
PFS-1.7 Coordination with Service Providers
PFS-1.8 Funding for Service Providers
PFS-1.14 Capital Improvement Plans
PFS-1.16 Joint Planning Efforts
PFS-2.1 Water Supply
FGMP-9.1 Infrastructure Capacity
FGMP-9.2 Provision of Adequate Infrastructure

WR-1.3 Water Export Outside County
WR-3.1 Develop Additional Water Sources
WR-3.2 Develop an Integrated Regional Water Master Plan
WR-3.3 Adequate Water Availability
WR-3.4 Water Resource Planning
WR-3.9 Establish Critical Water Supply Areas
WR-3.10 Diversion of Surface Water
WR-3.11 Policy Impacts to Water Resources
WR-3.12 Joint Water Projects with Neighboring Counties
WR-3.13 Coordination of Watershed Management on
Public Land
WR Implementation Measures #17, #18, and #27

Additional policies designed to minimize this impact through the provision and conservation of water resources and service
include the following:
WR-3.4 Water Resource Planning
WR-3.5 Use of Native and Drought Tolerant Landscaping
WR-3.6 Water Use Efficiency
WR-3.7 Emergency Water Conservation Plan
WR-3.8 Educational Programs
WR-3.11 Policy Impacts to Water Resources

The impact also concludes that while the County will continue to implement a variety of policies
and programs designed to coordinate with local water service providers to ensure the provision of
an adequate water supply that meets clean, safe water standards prior to development, the
uncertainty over long-term availability of water supplies and the lack of direct County
jurisdiction over public water purveyors results in a level of unpredictability about the adequacy of
future water supply availability (including long term sustainability) in some of the unincorporated
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areas throughout the County results in an uncertain water supply condition for future users. In
addition, several projects related to the acquisition of surface water for domestic use, construction of
additional surface water conveyance facilities, and reservoir enlargement projects are currently
pending and could significantly affect the long term availability of future water supplies
throughout the County. For this reason, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment I11-42:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-41. For impacts to existing
wells the commenter is also referred to discussion on RDEIR page 3.6-42

Response to Comment I11-43:
The commenter is referred to pages 3.6-21 through 3.6-27 of the RDEIR which identify the current
condition of the groundwater basin.

Response to Comment I11-44:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-41.

Response to Comment I11-45:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I1141. Please also note that a public agency can make reasonable assumptions based on substantial
evidence about future conditions (Pub. Resources Code §21080(e)).

Response to Comment I11-46:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I1141.

Response to Comment I11-47:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I1141. The comment does not explain how, if at all, this information changes the current impact
analysis. As noted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) “in reviewing draft EIRs, persons
and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing
the possible impacts on the environment…the adequacy of the EIR is determined in light of what
is reasonably feasible…CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.”

Response to Comment I11-48:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I1141. The comment is also referred RDEIR pages 3.9-2 – 3.9-4 (RDEIR Appendix G, pages 2 – 5),
which explain why use of this data for baseline conditions was appropriate and consistent with
CEQA.
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Response to Comment I11-49:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-41
and I11-47.

Response to Comment I11-50:
As referenced at the end of the table, the information was obtained from “Bookman-Edmonston
Engineering Inc. Water Resources Management in the Southern San Joaquin Valley, Table A-1.”
The details from this table were not used in the evaluation of supply and demand conditions in the
WSE. The WSE used the 2003 DWR water budgets, which reflect appropriate data throughout
the County. Table 3-1 was intended to provide the reader with a representation of the number of
water purveyors receiving federal water supplies.
The comment is also referred RDEIR pages 3.9-2 – 3.9-4 (Appendix G, pages 2 – 5), which
explain why use of this data for baseline conditions was appropriate and consistent with CEQA.

Response to Comment I11-51:
The entire value indicated for 2003 was delivered within Tulare County. As noted in the
associated footnote, the information was obtained from the detailed 2003 DWR water budget.
Detailed budgets are available from DWR at
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/technical/cwpu2009.

Response to Comment I11-52:
As discussed in the RDEIR, information was used from numerous resources. As noted in the
comment the information was included on RDEIR page 3.6-44. The commenter is referred to
Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-41. No further response is
required as this information was included in the RDEIR, and does not address the adequacy of the
RDEIR in analyzing the proposed projects significant impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).

Response to Comment I11-53:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I1141. As noted above in Response to Comment I11-20, the Background Report was incorporated by
reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, and should be considered to be set forth
in full in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-54:
The commenter’s opinion regarding growth in the foothill and mountain areas of the County is
incorrect. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17 and 2-24, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the
RDEIR. Furthermore, due to a variety of factors (including slope factors, state/federal land
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ownership, and water supply), development in the foothill and mountain areas is limited, with a
majority of future development anticipated under the horizon of the General Plan 2030 Update to
occur within the lower elevations of the County. Please also see Master Response #4 for
discussion of the level of detail in the RDEIR and Master Response #11 for discussion of
development in the foothills (Yokohl Ranch).
The comment also takes issue with the “Summary of Impacts” language on page 3.9-35. As
noted in the header this discussion this language is only intended to summarize the impact
conclusions. For more detailed discussion of this impact please see the ensuing analysis on pages
3.9-36 through 3.9-45.

Response to Comment I11-55:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-41
and 54. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17 and 2-24, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the
RDEIR.
The comment also suggests that projected buildout of the proposed project did not account for its
effects on groundwater recharge. The RDEIR discussed this issue on pages 3.6-42, 3.6-45, and
3.9-40. Please see the response to Comment I11-22 for information regarding the General Plan
2030 Update’s compliance with AB 162 and I11-91 for greater details on policies to address
groundwater infiltration.

Response to Comment I11-56:
Please see Master Responses #3 and #4 which discuss enforceability of the General Plan and the
level of detail in the General Plan. Please also see Response to Comment I11-2 which explains
how the General Plan is implemented.

Response to Comment I11-57:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-38
through 57.

Response to Comment I11-58:
The comment introduces and references other comments in this comment letter, and opines that
the RDEIR is inadequate in various respects. Responses to the specific comments referenced in
this comment are provided, above, and below, as identified by comment bracket numbers.

Response to Comment I11-59:
The comment states that the RDEIR fails to consider a reasonable range of alternatives, and that
an alternative, suggested by other commenters, to the 2008 DEIR should have been considered.
Contrary to this comment, the RDEIR considers a reasonable range of potentially feasible
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alternatives, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. This “reasonable range” of alternatives
discussed is governed by the “rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)). Please see Master
Response #9 for additional information regarding the methodology and analysis provided in the
RDEIR to address the evaluation of alternatives. As indicated in Master Response #9, the RDEIR’s
level of analysis for each alternative, including the no project alternative, is sufficient to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project and therefore meets
the requirements of CEQA (Id.; CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(d)). The discussion of alternatives
need not be exhaustive and is necessarily limited by what is realistically possible. The RDEIR
provides an objective, good faith effort to compare the proposed project with the alternatives.
The County did consider the “The Healthy Growth Alternative” provided by the Tulare County
Citizens for Responsible Growth, which is a variation on RDEIR Alternative 5, in that it represents
restrictive population assumptions for the County’s planning areas. Alternative 5 is considered the
environmental superior alternative. A “Healthy Communities” policy section was also included as
part of the updated Health and Safety Element that considered many of the policy objectives
suggested by the Tulare County Citizens for Responsible Growth.
These alternatives have been analyzed at the appropriate level of detail for a General Plan under
CEQA. The alternatives analysis requires less detail than the analysis of the project’s impacts
and it need not be exhaustive (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(d); Sierra Club v. City of Orange
(2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523). It is sufficient if it allows the relative merits and impacts of the
project and the alternatives to be comparatively assessed (Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v.
City Council (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712; In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact
Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143). The RDEIR provides a narrative
description of each alternative and a discussion of the impacts of each as compared to the
proposed project as well as several tables comparing the alternatives with the proposed project
(RDEIR Chapter 4). The RDEIR’s level of analysis for each alternative, including the no project
alternative, is sufficient to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed project and therefore meets the requirements of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(d)).
The comment states that a comparison of the wildland-urban interface fire area risk among
alternatives is omitted from the analysis. The commenter’s opinion regarding the evaluation of
alternatives is incorrect. As discussed in the RDEIR, under Impact 3.8-6, the impact of the
proposed project and associated wildfire risk is considered less than significant with
implementation of a variety of policies and implementation measures designed to address wildfire
prevention and exposure. The listed policies and implementation measures identified in the
RDEIR include the following:
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MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Planning Framework, Public Facilities & Services
Elements and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Health & Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services
and emergency response planning include the following:
HS-1.4
HS-1.5
HS-1.6
HS-1.8
HS-1.9
HS-1.10

Building and Codes
Hazard Awareness and Public Education
Public Safety Programs
Response Times Planning in GIS
Emergency Access
Emergency Services Near Assisted Living
Housing
HS-1.12
Addressing
HS-6.1
New Building Fire Hazards
HS-6.2
Development in Fire Hazard Zones
HS-6.3
Consultation with Fire Service Districts
HS-6.4
Encourage Cluster Development
HS-6.5
Fire Risk Recommendations
HS-6.6
Wildland Fire Management Plans
HS-6.7
Water Supply System
HS-6.8
Private Water Supply
HS-6.9
Fuel Modification Programs
HS-6.10
Fuel Breaks
HS-6.11
Fire Buffers
HS-6.12
Weed Abatement
HS-6.13
Restoration of Disturbed Lands
HS-6.14
Coordination with Cities
HS-6.15
Coordination of Fuel Hazards on Public Lands
HS-7.1
Coordinate Emergency Response Services
with Government Agencies
HS-7.2
Mutual Aid Agreement
HS-7.3
Maintain Emergency Evacuation Plans
HS-7.4
Upgrading for Streets and Highways
HS-7.5
Emergency Centers
HS-7.6
Search and Rescue
HS-7.7
Joint Exercises
HS Implementation Measure #15
HS Implementation Measures #16

PF-5.2
PFS-1.3
PFS-2.1
PFS-7.1
PFS-7.2
PFS-7.3
PFS-7.4
PFS-7.5
PFS-7.6
PFS-7.7
PFS-7.11

Criteria for New Towns (Planned Communities)
Impact Mitigation
Water Supply
Fire Protection
Fire Protection Standards
Visible Signage for Roads and Buildings
Interagency Fire Protection Cooperation
Fire Staffing and Response Time Standards
Provision of Station Facilities and Equipment
Cost Sharing
Locations of Fire and Sheriff Stations/Substations
FGMP-10.2 Provision of Safety Services
FGMP-10.3 Fire and Crime Protection Plan

Public Facilities & Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County services to provide adequate
service levels include the following:
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #3
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #12

In response to this comment, the commenter is referred to Table 4-3 of the RDEIR which
identifies that this impact would also be less than significant because the same mitigating policies
and implementing measures would also be required. The comparison of alternatives in the RDEIR
appropriately considers significant impacts, and need not compare less than significant impacts.
CEQA requires comparison of the significant impacts of the alternatives.
Regarding the impact statements identified in Table 4-3 (pages 4-7 through 4-12 of the RDEIR),
Impact 3.5-1 “The proposed project would result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies; or would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
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in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project; or would result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project” is intended to encompass the impacts resulting from the individual noise
generators (i.e., construction noise, traffic noise, railroad noise, and stationary noise sources) described
in Section 3.5 “Noise” of the RDEIR. As indicated within the noise evaluation for each alternative,
these individual noise generators are evaluated consistent with the CEQA Guidelines for alternatives
to the proposed project.
The commenter’s general disagreement with the conclusions presented in RDEIR Section 4.0,
(Alternatives) regarding comparison of the proposed project and Alternative 2 for various impacts
(hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, energy and climate change,
geology and soils) is noted.

Response to Comment I11-60:
The comment criticizes the analysis of growth inducing effects. The commenter indicates that the
proposed project would result in urban sprawl, and implies that the analysis overlooks the Yokohl
Ranch project. Please see Master Response #11 for discussion of Yokohl Ranch proposal.
Please note that the Yokohl Ranch Project is not included as part of the proposed project and will
not be considered for approval as part of the general plan 2030 update project. It should however
be noted that it was discussed under the Cumulative analysis on page 5-6 of the RDEIR (please
also see the response prepared for Comment A8-10).
The CEQA Guidelines provide that an EIR should “discuss the ways in which the proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing,
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment [CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.2(d)].” Consistent with this direction, Chapter 5.0 “Additional Statutory Considerations” of
the RDEIR includes a discussion of the ways the General Plan 2030 Update could foster growth.
As discussed in the RDEIR (see pages 5-1 through 5-3), the County’s population (according to
TCAG projections) is projected to exceed 742,900 by 2030. Under the proposed project, the
percent of residents living in the incorporated cities is expected to increase to approximately 70%
of the County’s total population, whereas the percent of residents living in the unincorporated
areas would decline to approximately 30%. TCAG also projects population growth within the
entire County to grow by over 313,900 people by 2030. Under the proposed project, these
projections distribute population growth between the various cities and the unincorporated areas
of the County. As shown in the table, the cities would accommodate an estimated 75 percent of
the overall growth by 2030. While growth would be allowed under the proposed project,
population projections based on State and local government data indicate that similar growth
would occur in the County under the existing General Plan without the benefit of concentrating
growth in specified community plan/hamlet areas, updating polices to incorporate current
environmental and regulatory trends, and identifying opportunities for increased economic
sustainability.
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As identified throughout the RDEIR, the proposed project contains goals and policies to maintain
the character of the County and minimize the environmental impacts of anticipated growth.
Proposed policies are considered feasible and as such, take into account market conditions and
realistic growth assumptions that are consistent with the land use principles/concepts of the
region and that discourage undesirable development in areas with sensitive natural resources,
critical habitats and important scenic resources. In addition, the proposed project encourages
orderly growth by encouraging new development to occur in areas adjacent to existing urban uses
and requires developers to provide service extensions.

Response to Comment I11-61:
The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I11-25.

Response to Comment I11-62:
The comment indicates that analysis of significant irreversible environmental changes should be
expanded to address specific topics suggested by the commenter. The commenter’s opinion
regarding organization of the RDEIR is noted. Section 5.5 “Significant Irreversible
Environmental Changes which would Result from the Proposed Action should it be
Implemented” was prepared consistent with the Public Resources Code section 21100(b)(2) and
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(b). Discussion in this section of the RDEIR focuses on
irreversible effects such as the commitment of nonrenewable resources, including mining
resources. This section also discloses that changes in land use would result in development that
converts or intensifies uses on vacant and agricultural/open space lands. Please note that timber
preserves are considered an open space land use. The commenter is referred to Chapter 3
“Environmental Analysis” for specific details regarding water supply, climate change, and
agricultural resource issues identified in the comment. The analyses provided in Chapter 3.0
provide decision makers with sufficient information to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of the environmental consequences, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15151.

Response to Comment I11-63:
The comment asks why the wording for significance criteria evaluated under Impact 3.2-1 is
different from the language in CEQA Appendix G. Please see Response to Comment I11-14.
The lead agency (Tulare County) has discretion to set its own significance criteria. While
Appendix G is sometimes adopted, in part, to determine a project’s significant impacts, Appendix
G was created for the purpose of evaluating potential impacts for an initial study. However, the
Guidelines make clear that Appendix G is not mandatory; “Sample forms for an applicant’s
project description and review form for use by the lead agency are contained in Appendices G
…These forms are only suggested, and public agencies are free to devise their own format for an
initial study” (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15063(f)). This EIR has tailored Appendix G to suit the
unique qualities and characteristics of the project area. The impact statement was updated to more
efficiently describe the specific impact being addressed by the analysis. Please also see Responses
to Comments I11-14 and I11-21. As indicated in the comment, the impact remains significant and
unavoidable.
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Response to Comment I11-64:
The commenter expresses general concerns about the adequacy of Measure R funds for road,
bicycle and pedestrian transportation improvements, if certain actions, including the purchase of a
railroad line, are taken by the Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) and the Tulare
County Board of Supervisors. The commenter also expresses concern that the information in the
Background Report is out of date.
The Background Report is a comprehensive document which provides a detailed description of
the conditions that existed within the County during the development of the General Plan 2030
Update. Topics addressed in the Background Report are extensive and include several that are not
considered necessary to characterize the environmental setting of the RDEIR. For example,
background information related to transportation funding sources identified by the commenter is
considered one of these topics and has been summarized (with relevant updated detail specific to
the County’s Traffic Impact Fee Study) in the RDEIR (see page 3.2-2 of the RDEIR). The
following response provides additional background information related to transportation
improvements and funding.
The General Plan 2030 Update would not change the funding basis for traffic improvements,
including Measure R. Throughout the entire United States, infrastructure needs are greater than
the financial resources to maintain and build new transportation related improvements. Measure
R was approved in November of 2006 by Tulare County voters and is expected to generate over
$650 million to improve transportation facilities countywide. Additionally, Caltrans has a
regional source of funds to help improve inter-regional corridors throughout the state. However,
as the commenter correctly points out, funding sources can be unreliable or may be insufficient to
complete all necessary improvements.
The RDEIR acknowledges and addresses these potential funding constraints as part of the traffic
analysis. The commenter is directed to page 3.2-31 – 3.2-32 of the RDEIR. As stated, a number
of roadway improvements are identified in the traffic analysis that would improve roadway level
of service conditions resulting from implementation of development anticipated under the
proposed project. However, most of the roadway infrastructure improvements identified are on
facilities under the jurisdiction of entities outside the County (such as Caltrans or the City of
Visalia, etc.). Therefore, implementation of the proposed improvements would be subject to
approval by other agencies, as well as to funding programs that are not fully developed at this
time. Timely construction of the proposed improvements would require substantial coordination
and cooperation between the County and other agencies.
In summary, the proposed project addresses its traffic effects through a combination of policies
and the physical improvements identified above. Despite the policies identified above, proposed
deterioration in the traffic LOS as compared to current conditions that would occur as a result of
the General Plan 2030 Update is mostly due to city growth not directly controlled by this plan.
The physical improvements would require cooperation and funding from a variety of entities
inside and outside the County, so implementation of these improvements cannot be guaranteed
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solely through the County’s actions. As a result, this impact remains significant and unavoidable.
No additional feasible mitigation is currently available.
Key policies and implementation measures identified in the impact analysis include the
following:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize transportation impacts through the establishment of design and LOS
standards for a variety of circulation, traffic, transit, and non-motorized transportation modes, include the following:
TC-1.1
TC-1.2
TC-1.3
TC-1.4
TC-1.5
TC-1.6
TC-1.8
TC-1.9
TC-1.10
TC-1.11

Provision of an Adequate Public Road Network
County Improvement Standards
Regional Coordination
Funding Sources
Public Road System Maintenance
Intermodal Connectivity
Promoting Operational Efficiency
Highway Completion
Urban Interchanges
Regionally Significant Intersections

TC-1.13

Land Dedication for Roadways and Other
Travel Modes
TC-1.14
Roadway Facilities
TC-1.15
Traffic Impact Study
TC-1.16
County LOS Standards
TC-1.17
Level of Service Coordination
TC-1.18
Balanced System
TC-1.19
Balanced Funding
Implementation Measure #1 through #18

Transportation and Circulation Element

Land Use Element

Policies designed to integrate land use and circulation concepts during the early planning and design phases of Countywide
development to minimize land use conflicts include the following:
TC-1.3
TC-1.7
TC-1.12
TC-1.13

Regional Coordination
Intermodal Freight Villages
Scenic Highways and Roads
Land Dedication for Roadways and Other
Travel Modes

LU-1.10
LU-4.4
LU-5.4

Roadway Access
Travel-Oriented Tourist Commercial Uses
Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

Other more relevant portions of the Background Report that were used in the traffic analysis for
the RDEIR (including the existing traffic volumes found on pages 5-21 through 5-24 of the
Background Report) have been updated using the most current information available at the time
the RDEIR analysis was conducted.
Finally, the railroad line purchase identified by the commenter is a specific project not considered
as part of the General Plan 2030 Update. However, it should be noted, if the proposed railroad
line purchase is part of a “Rails to Trails” program, further implementation of the project could
benefit a variety of non-vehicular users through creation of a new pedestrian/bicycle trail project.
Implementation of this trail project would also contribute to lower regional air quality emissions
and is consistent with the County objectives and policies outlined in the Goals and Policies
Report, in particular those associated with the “Healthy Communities” section of the Health and
Safety Element.

Response to Comment I11-65:
The comment expresses an opinion that County road maintenance, particularly for rural roads, is
already inadequate, and would deteriorate further as a result of the General Plan 2030 Update and
development in foothill and mountain areas, resulting in increased air pollution (dust). The
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comment cites specific roads as examples. Please also note that CEQA requires identification of
significant impacts from the proposed project (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 and
15126.2). Roadway and traffic-related impacts are addressed in Section 3.2 “Traffic and
Circulation” of the RDEIR. However, the comment references a number of existing deficiencies
and related issues (including roadway dust) which are not based upon the proposed project’s
impacts. While these issues will be considered by the County, these existing issues are beyond the
scope of the RDEIR and the project to solve (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of
Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565
(pages 31-42); 190 Cal.App.4th 324).
The County acknowledges the importance of these roadway related issues and has adopted a
Pavement Management System to prioritize improvements with its limited resources. The
General Plan also contains policies which address this issue:


Policy TC-1.1 Provision of an Adequate Public Road Network. The County shall
establish and maintain a public road network comprised of the major facilities illustrated
on the Tulare County Road Systems to accommodate projected growth in traffic volume
[New Policy].



Policy TC-1.2 County Improvement Standards. The County's public roadway system
shall be built and maintained consistent with adopted County Improvement Standards,
and the need and function of each roadway, within constraints of funding capacity [New
Policy].



Policy TC-1.4 Funding Sources. The County shall work to enhance funding available
for transportation projects. This includes:
o

Working with TCAG, Federal and State agencies, and other available funding
sources to maximize funding available to the County for transportation projects and
programs, and

o

Enhance local funding sources, including assessment of transportation impact fees to
pay for appropriate construction, enhancement, and maintenance of transportation
facilities [New Policy].



Policy TC-1.5 Public Road System Maintenance. The County shall give priority for
maintenance to roadways identified by the Tulare County Pavement Management System
(PMS) and other inputs relevant to maintaining the safety and integrity of the County
roadway system [Transportation/ Circulation, General Plan, 1964, Modified].



Policy TC-1.14 Roadway Facilities. As part of the development review process, new
development shall be conditioned to fund, through impact fees, tonnage fees, and/or other
mechanism, the construction and maintenance of roadway facilities impacted by the
project. As projects or locations warrant, construction or payment of pro-rata fees for
planned road facilities may also be required as a condition of approval [New Policy].



TC Implementation Measure #2. The County shall develop an impact fee program to
offset the cost of development and maintenance of the County roadway system as
necessitated by new development [New Program].
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TC Implementation Measure #5. The County shall require new subdivisions to join or
create an assessment district for maintaining public roads installed with the development
[Existing Policy Tulare County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2005-0519].

Response to Comment I11-66:
The commenter’s inclusion of the Background Report section related to road system conditions is
noted. Please see Responses to Comments I11-64 and I11-65 for additional discussion of
roadways. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment I11-67:
The commenter’s inclusion of the Background Report section related to road system conditions is
noted. The comment expresses concern that deteriorating roadway conditions would compromise
safety. The commenter is referred back to the response prepared for Comment I11-65. Similarly,
the County acknowledges the importance of these roadway related issues and has adopted a
Pavement Management System to prioritize improvements with its limited resources. The
General Plan also contains policies which address this issue:


Policy TC-1.1 Provision of an Adequate Public Road Network. The County shall
establish and maintain a public road network comprised of the major facilities illustrated
on the Tulare County Road Systems to accommodate projected growth in traffic volume
[New Policy].



Policy TC-1.2 County Improvement Standards. The County's public roadway system
shall be built and maintained consistent with adopted County Improvement Standards,
and the need and function of each roadway, within constraints of funding capacity [New
Policy].



Policy TC-1.4 Funding Sources. The County shall work to enhance funding available
for transportation projects. This includes:
o

Working with TCAG, Federal and State agencies, and other available funding
sources to maximize funding available to the County for transportation projects and
programs, and

o

Enhance local funding sources, including assessment of transportation impact fees to
pay for appropriate construction, enhancement, and maintenance of transportation
facilities [New Policy].



Policy TC-1.5 Public Road System Maintenance. The County shall give priority for
maintenance to roadways identified by the Tulare County Pavement Management System
(PMS) and other inputs relevant to maintaining the safety and integrity of the County
roadway system [Transportation/ Circulation, General Plan, 1964, Modified].



Policy TC-1.14 Roadway Facilities. As part of the development review process, new
development shall be conditioned to fund, through impact fees, tonnage fees, and/or other
mechanism, the construction and maintenance of roadway facilities impacted by the
project. As projects or locations warrant, construction or payment of pro-rata fees for
planned road facilities may also be required as a condition of approval [New Policy].



TC Implementation Measure #2. The County shall develop an impact fee program to
offset the cost of development and maintenance of the County roadway system as
necessitated by new development [New Program].
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TC Implementation Measure #5. The County shall require new subdivisions to join or
create an assessment district for maintaining public roads installed with the development
[Existing Policy Tulare County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2005-0519].

Response to Comment I11-68:
The commenter’s comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding various Mitigating
Policies and Implementation Measures for Traffic and Circulation. Generally, the commenter
concludes that these policies and measures would not reduce specific impacts to a less than
significant level, or represent deferred or illusory mitigation. Please see Response to Comment
I11-2 and Master Response #3 regarding General Plan implementation and enforceability.
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur through out the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies
are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or
project-specific mitigation measures. The proposed General Plan 2030 Update is a policy document
to provide a long term, comprehensive plan for the physical development of the County. As such,
the Mitigating Policies and Implementation Measures are appropriate to the geographic scope of
the project, population size and density, fiscal and administrative capabilities, and economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (Government Code Sections 65300.9 and
65301(c); CEQA Guidelines Sections 15143, 15146, 15151, and 15204). While the County strives
to provide as much detail as possible regarding the Mitigating Policies and Implementation Measures,
some flexibility must be maintained to provide a General Plan capable of covering 4,840 square
miles. As a General Plan EIR, the RDEIR does not examine impacts or identify mitigation on a
site-specific basis and it would be speculative to attempt given the lack of information about future
site-specific development. Adoption of the General Plan 2030 Update, or one of the Alternatives,
would serve as the County’s commitment to the policies and implementation measures. Please see
Master Response #4 for additional discussion regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General
Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #3 also describes the appropriate
use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR.
Please see Response to Comment I11-65 for discussion of dust-related impacts. Cumulative
traffic impacts are addressed in the RDEIR in Sections 5.3 and 3.2.

Response to Comment I11-69:
This comment reiterates the concerns expressed in Comment I11-32; please see response to
Comment I11-32.

Response to Comment I11-70:
The commenter advocates a ban on fireplaces and woodstoves in new development to reduce PM
2.5 emission; and a ban on greenwaste burning. The commenter further recommends that all new
development be required to offset air quality impacts at a 2:1 ratio.
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PM10 and PM 2.5 emissions resulting from the proposed project are primarily associated with onroad vehicle emissions and natural gas combustion. While woodstoves and greenwaste burning
do contribute to levels of PM10 and PM2.5, these levels are considered relatively minor (less than
10% of total emissions) compared to emissions from combustion sources and dust from roadways
and agricultural activities (40% of total emissions) (source: www.arb.ca.gov/pm/pmmeasures/
pmch05/sjv05.pdf). Therefore a ban on fireplace, woodstoves, and green waste burning is not
considered an effect means of substantially reducing project-related PM 10 and PM2.5 emissions.
While the SJVAPCD does have a PM10 threshold (that was exceeded in the analysis), the air
district has not established a PM 2.5 threshold. Additionally, the County has a limited role in
regulating air quality. As more fully described on page 3.3-7 of the RDEIR, the SJVAPCD has
the primary responsibility for regulating stationary source emissions within Tulare County and
preparing the air quality plans (or portions thereof) for its jurisdiction. Stationary sources within
the jurisdiction are regulated by the SJVAPCD’s permit authority over such sources and through
its review and planning activities. For example, the SJVAPCD adopted its Regulation VIII-Fugitive
Dust Control, on October 21, 1993 and amended it on several occasions since then. This regulation
consists of a series of emission reduction rules intended to implement the PM10 Maintenance
Plan. The PM10 Maintenance Plan emphasizes reducing fugitive dust as a means of achieving
attainment of the federal standards for PM10.
SJVAPCD’s Rule 4901(as amended October 16, 2008) regulates woodburning fireplaces, heaters
and outdoor wood burning devices. This rule includes limitations on wood burning fireplaces or
wood burning heaters in new residential developments, and upon the sale or transfer of real property
(See RDEIR p. 3.3-8). Additionally, the SJVAPCD has also recently adopted the 2008 PM2.5
Plan (See RDEIR p. 3.3-8 – 3.3-9). The County supports the implementation of these rules and as
discussed in the RDEIR (see p. 3.3-23) will continue to ensure that a variety of PM10 and PM2.5
measures are implemented for all future development projects to minimize air quality impacts
through project specific CEQA mitigation measures and permit conditions. Examples of these
policies (including the County’s own response to wood burning devices) are provided below:




AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures. The County shall require developers to implement
dust suppression measures during excavation, grading, and site preparation activities
consistent with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII – Fugitive Dust Prohibitions. Techniques may
include, but are not limited to, the following:
o

Site watering or application of dust suppressants,

o

Phasing or extension of grading operations,

o

Covering of stockpiles,

o

Suspension of grading activities during high wind periods (typically winds greater
than 25 miles per hour), and

o

Revegetation of graded areas [New Policy].

AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions. The County
shall require that all new roads be paved or treated to reduce dust generation where
feasible as required by SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, Rule 8061- Paved and Unpaved
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Roads. For new projects with unpaved roads, funding for roadway maintenance shall be
adequately addressed and secured [New Policy].


AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices. The County shall require the use of natural gas where
service is available or the installation of low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace inserts in
all open hearth fireplaces in new homes as required under the SJVAPCD Rule 4901–
Woodburning Fireplaces and Woodburning Heaters. The County shall promote the use of
natural gas over wood products in space heating devices and fireplaces in all existing and
new homes [New Policy].

The County also supports SJVAPCD Rule 4103 (effective June 1, 2010), which is intended to permit,
regulate and coordinate the use of open burning, including agricultural burning. To supplement
existing regulations regarding green waste or agricultural burning, the Tulare County landfills also
accept green waste. [In addition, as an implementation to the General Plan 2030 Update, the County
will consider adoption of a Climate Action Plan (“CAP”). Reduction in agricultural burning through
cogeneration and composting is actually part of the voluntary programs section of the CAP, and is
an example of the types of programs that the County is currently proposing to address the issue of
burning and support initiatives being pursued by the agricultural industry in cooperation with
government agencies and universities. Finally, these burns are considered standard practice for
fire protection. If these burns were prohibited, the material would have to be hauled to a landfill.
Hauling this material to a landfill would increase vehicle miles traveled within the County, would
increase fuel consumption or use, would increase related vehicular emissions, and would decrease
landfill capacity at an accelerated rate. The County supports the authority of the SJVAPCD along
with promoting healthy air quality conditions within the region. For this reason, the County has
developed a separate air quality element for the General Plan 2030 Update. Page 3.3-22 of the
RDEIR includes the following summary table of applicable and feasible policies (including
support for the use of natural gas or low-emission fireplace inserts) from the entire general plan
that address PM 10 and PM 2.5 air quality emissions:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality Element

Policies designed to improve air quality through a regional approach and interagency cooperation include the following:
AQ-1.1 Cooperation with Other Agencies
AQ-1.2 Cooperation with Local Jurisdictions
AQ-1.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
AQ-1.4 Air Quality Land Use Compatibility
AQ-1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles
AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation include
the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #8

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
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AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12

Policies designed to implement the best available controls and monitoring to regulate air emissions include the following:
AQ-4.1 Air Pollution Control Technology
AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures
AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions
AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices
Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy

In summary, vehicle/mobile sources contribute the greatest degree of emissions within the
County. The County acknowledges the recommendations suggested by the commenters. To
address these concerns, the County’s General Plan 2030 Update proposes a comprehensive range
of policies to addresses PM 10 and PM 2.5 emissions, including an existing policy to address
woodburning devices along with support for regulatory guidance administered by the SJVAPCD.
Consequently, the County does not support a complete ban on woodburning devices and
agricultural burning as it is not considered an effective means of reducing this significant impact,
as the primary source of emissions are associated with mobile emissions sources. Additionally,
the commenter’s suggestion that new development should be required to offset air quality impacts
at a 2:1 ratio may be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4)(B), requiring that
mitigation be “roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project.

Response to Comment I11-71:
This comment reiterates the commenter’s concerns regarding air quality impacts related to
sensitive receptors, sensitive land uses, a complete ban on green waste burning, and a requirement
that all new development offset air quality impacts at a 2:1 ratio. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I11-32 and I11-70.
The commenter recommends a new Alternative, i.e., to direct 95 percent of future population
growth into the eight incorporated cities in Tulare County. The RDEIR identified and evaluated a
reasonable range of alternative that would reduce or avoid the significant impacts of the proposed
project, including both a City-Centered and a Confined Growth alternative, which assumed
significantly reduced population assumption for the County. As discussed in the RDEIR, the
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proposed project and alternatives are based on ideas and concepts developed with the public, with
input from the Technical Advisory Committee and County staff, and updated with background
information from the updated 2010 Background Report (RDEIR p. 4-2 – 4-3). The commenter’s
suggested alternative, limiting growth within the County to five percent of future County population
growth, could require the incorporated cities to revise their General Plans and Housing Elements
to accommodate a significantly larger share of future population growth; the County lacks authority
to require the cities to revise their General Plans. The commenter’s intent could also be frustrated
under the suggested alternative should cities pursue annexation of adjoining land to accommodate
growth. Furthermore, the commenter’s suggested alternative would likely require development
restrictions that may affect individual property rights. Severe restrictions on development could
result in takings, rendering such an alternative legally infeasible. The Fifth Amendment of the
United States Constitution bars the “taking” of private property through land use regulations
without just compensation, with certain exceptions (Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council
(1992) 505 U.S. 1003). For these reasons, the suggested alternative is not accepted.

Response to Comment I11-72:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 and Response to Comment I11-19 for information
regarding the Yokohl Ranch Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. As noted in these responses,
the Yokohl Ranch Project is not part of the proposed project, and will be considered for approval
separately; however it is discussed in the cumulative impact analysis. Therefore, no further response
is required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response to Comment I11-73:
For comments on the 2008 DEIR, please see Response to Comment I11-6.
As discussed in the project description, buildout of the proposed general plan will result development
of residential, commercial, and industrial uses. Similar to other development projects that would
be considered over the lifespan of the General Plan 2030 Update, it’s also possible that new dairies
would be proposed as part of this development. However, no dairies are being proposed as part of
the General Plan 2030 Update and it’s anticipated that future dairy projects will have further
environmental review as they are proposed and considered by the County. Please also see Master
Response #3 and #4 and Response to Comment I11-2 regarding General Plan enforceability and
level of detail.
The Comment is also referred to the following responses and RDEIR sections which discuss water
quality related to the uses described in the comment: Septic Systems (RDEIR page 3.6-37),
hazardous waste (RDEIR Section 3.8), impervious surfaces (Response to Comment I11-55 and
RDEIR pages 3.6-38, 3.6-42, 3.6-45, and 3.9-40), grading and excavation (RDEIR pages 3.6-38,
3.7-17), wastewater treatment facilities and water quality (Response to Comment I11-35).
The comment also suggests that there would be water quality impacts associated with agricultural
uses. As discussed under Impact 3.10-1, build out of the proposed project will result in a
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reduction in agricultural land. While the RDEIR acknowledged existing water quality issues
(RDEIR page 3.6-27), there is expected to be a decrease in agricultural acreage below the projects
baseline, primarily as a result of conversion of irrigated farming to new or expanded non-irrigated
agricultural uses., (RDEIR, p. 3.10-6)
Dairies are considered a non-irrigated agricultural use. The current General Plan includes the
already adopted Animal Confinement Facilities Program (“ACFP”) as part of the Environmental
Resources Management Element which controls dairy operations. The General Plan 2030 Update
does not modify the ACFP. A program EIR for the ACFP was prepared and certified by the
County. The program EIR discusses the potential impacts that might result from its adoption and
subsequent development of dairy facilities and other bovine animal confinement facilities and
mitigation measures in a generalized fashion focusing on cumulative effects. The adequacy of the
ACFP (Phase I) program EIR was challenged and the CEQA litigation was settled with an
agreement that the County would prepare a Supplemental EIR (SEIR) to consider a proposed
amendment to the ACFP. Per the terms of the settlement agreement, the Draft SEIR includes
analysis and discussion of cumulative air quality impacts, groundwater quality impacts, and air
quality impact mitigation measures. The County prepared Draft Supplemental EIR in October
2006 (Jones and Stokes, 2006). In December, 2007, the Attorney General requested that Tulare
County adequately address global climate change in its dairy EIRs. In compliance with the
Attorney General request, the Draft SEIR will be revised. However, the ACFP program, part of
the current General Plan’s Environmental Resources Management Element, remains in effect.
To address the range of environmental issues (i.e., air quality, water quality, etc.) associated with
new or expanding dairies, a site-specific review will be conducted using a supplemental
environmental checklist. To address water quality concerns a variety of federal and state water
quality regulations for confined animal facilities would also apply. Compliance with a variety of
local, state, and federal water quality regulations is considered mandatory to address water quality
concerns. Typically, this includes compliance with all existing lagoon/pond regulations applicable
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and compliance with wastewater discharge
requirements also adopted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Examples of these
requirements include the following:


Compliance with requirements for “confined animal facilities” administered by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.



Compliance with the construction requirements of the County’s well ordinance.



Compliance that no wells are closer than a specific location from any animal enclosure.



Compliance that lagoons are to be set back at least 150 feet from all wells, public ditches,
and public waterways.



Requirements for animal confinement areas, manure storage areas, lagoons, and crop
lands to be managed to prevent odor, dust, or vector nuisances.



Requirements that lagoons are to be designed for maximum efficiency for recycled water
disposal and requirements for a minimum separation from the highest recorded
groundwater table.
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Requirements for all new sewage disposal systems to meet all construction standards and
setbacks.

Requirements that prohibit discharge of liquid waste materials into any waterway that runs off the
dairy site.
Additionally, the EPA’s Revised National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
Regulation and Effluent Limitations Guidelines for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations
(CAFO) in Response to the Waterkeeper Decision requires that an owner or operator of a CAFO
that discharges or proposes to discharge must apply for an NPDES permit (see
http://www.epa.gov/npdes/regulations/cafo_final_rule_preamble2008.pdf and Waterkeeper
Alliance et.al. v. EPA, 399 F.3d 486 (2d Cir. 2005)).
Please see RDEIR pages 3.6-53 for discussion of the affects of climate change and flooding.

Response to Comment I11-74:
The comment references RDEIR page 3.6-38 and claims that “there is no place in the Goals and
Policies document that restricts septic systems on the basis of proximity to surface or
groundwater resources, soil type, or slope.” This is incorrect, the General Plan 2030 Update
includes the following policies and implementation measures that have been designated to
regulate the use of septic systems and minimize impacts to water quality and public health.


PFS-3.1 Private Sewage Disposal Standards. The County shall maintain adequate
standards for private sewage disposal systems (e.g., septic tanks) to protect water quality
and public health [New Policy].



PFS Implementation Measure #5. The County shall conduct a study to evaluate
alternatives for rural wastewater systems. Alternatives that could be evaluated include
elevated leach fields, sand filtration systems, evapotranspiration beds, osmosis units and
holding tanks. For larger generators or group of users, alternative systems include
communal septic tank/leach field systems, package treatment plants, lagoon systems, and
land treatment [New Program].



PFS Implementation Measure #6. The County shall prepare and distribute information
on the care and maintenance of private sewage disposal systems [New Program].



PFS Implementation Measure #7. The County shall consider amendments to the
Subdivision Ordinance to restrict the number of lots allowed with septic tank and leach
line systems, and review and upgrade the standards for such systems [New Program].



FGMP-9.5 Alternate Sewage Disposal. The County may allow unconventional methods
of disposing of sewage effluent, provided the system meets the performance standards of
the Water Quality Control Board and the Tulare County Health and Human Services
Agency. Such systems may include, but are not limited to common leach field, soil
absorption mounds, aerobic septic tanks, or evapotranspiration systems [FGMP (1981).
Water and Sewer Facilities; Goal 9; Policy 9-4. Pg. 19].

Furthermore, the Tulare County Health & Human Services Agency, Department of Health
Services has required setback distances for septic tanks. Septic tanks are required to be setback
100 feet from water wells, lakes, and reservoirs and at least 50 feet from streams. Please also see
Response to Comment I11-2 for discussion of how the General Plan will be implemented.
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The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. As discussed in these responses, the Yokohl Ranch
project is not part of the proposed project.

Response to Comment I11-75:
The request to map every potential hazardous materials site within the County’s 4,840 square
miles is infeasible and beyond the scope of the RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)
and Government Code Section 65301(c)). As discussed under CEQA guidelines Section 15125
“[t]he description of the environmental setting shall be no longer is necessary to an understanding
of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” The level of detail
suggested in the comment is not needed to determine the proposed project’s impacts related to
hazardous materials. The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan 2030 Update and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. The
County is also familiar with the requirements of AB 162 and has updated the appropriate sections of
the Health and Safety Element to reflect the necessary mapping and policy requirements, as
appropriate and available for the County, to ensure compliance with AB 162. The commenter is also
referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-22.
Please see Response to Comment I11-73 for discussion of agricultural uses and water quality.

Response to Comment I11-76:
Comment noted. No further response is required as this does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-77:
The commenter is referred to the water quality response prepared for Comment I11-33. Please
also note that these thresholds are not interchangeable as suggested in the comment. Each
thresholds address different aspects and impacts of the proposed project. For example Impact 3.63 addresses the direct development/buildout related affects on drainage. The indirect effects of
climate change are discussed in Section 3.4 (see RDEIR page 3.4-15). As noted on RDEIR page
3.4-17 “Few scientific studies have been performed on the effects of global climate change on
specific groundwater basins, groundwater quality or groundwater recharge characteristics
(County of Tulare, 2010 Background Report, page 8-84, 2010a).” At this time it is not possible to
determine the localized water quality impacts resulting from climate change within Tulare’s water
basins.
The comment also notes that there are “drinking water issues” throughout San Joaquin Valley.
The County acknowledges existing water quality issues on RDEIR page 3.6-28. The RDEIR also
discusses the types of health effects that could occur if there were water quality impacts from the
proposed project including pathogens (illness) and carcinogens (cancer). (RDEIR page 3.6-12.)
However, as noted above, while an important issue to the County, this is an existing water quality
issues and not an impact of the proposed project (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of
Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
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overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 3142);190 Cal.App.4th 324). Please also see Response to Comment I11-105.
Please also see Response to Comment I11-37 for discussion of groundwater. As noted therein
conversion of agricultural land to urban uses is expected to decrease groundwater pumping below
baseline levels, not increase groundwater usage, as suggested in the comment.

Response to Comment I11-78:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of policy
enforceability. While the County continues to have independent power under its General Plan and
manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not intend to create an
updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict with State law or the
requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies described throughout the
General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on the range of future
development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It
should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general principles to guide
future actions. They are not intended to act as zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation
measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also
describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided
in the RDEIR.
The comment also goes through the water quality analysis and states that individual policies are
inadequate. Please note that all of these policies have been proposed as part of a comprehensive
system and should not be viewed individually (for example see Table on RDEIR page 3.6-39).
Furthermore, there are numerous existing regulations that are also currently implemented within
Tulare County, as discussed in the RDEIR, starting on page 3.6-5 (please see Master Response #3
for further details on general plan implementation and enforceability).
The comment also asks what “clustering means.” This term was defined in the proposed General
Plan (see Part 1, page 2-1 and 8-1): “A development design technique that concentrates buildings
in specific areas on a site or area to allow remaining land to be used for recreation, common open
space, or the preservation of historically or environmentally sensitive features.”

Response to Comment I11-79:
The comment does not explain the resource area they are concerned about in regard to public health
(i.e. Air Quality). The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-32 and I1177.
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Response to Comment I11-80:
The comment refers to existing conditions and impacts of the “Irrigated Lands Program.” These
are not impacts of the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment I11-75. This comment
does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response to Comment I11-81:
The impact statement was updated to more efficiently describe the specific impact being
addressed by the analysis. Please also see Response to Comment I11-14 regarding the
significance thresholds. As indicated in the comment, the impact remains significant and
unavoidable.

Response to Comment I11-82:
For comments on the 2008 DEIR and the previous version of the General Plan, please see
Response to Comment I11-6. Please see Response to Comment I11-37 for discussion of
projected water use. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-42
and Master Response #6 regarding the water supply evaluation prepared for the proposed project.
The comment states that “The County also cannot assume agricultural water conversion to urban
uses will create a surplus water supply.” As discussed under Response to Comment under I11-37,
impacts are based upon changes in existing conditions. The approach taken in the RDEIR is
consistent with CEQA, as documented in recent CEQA case law in which the Sierra Club was a
party (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059
[“While the FEIR did not attempt to predict with precision exactly how much each water
conservation measure would reduce water usage, the detail provided about the nature of these
measures and the uncertainties inherent in such long-term forecasts provide adequate support for
the FEIR‘s predictions, particularly in light of the FEIR‘s detailed calculations supporting its
conclusion that most of the increased water usage associated with the new development would be
offset by conversion of farmland. Even if the City‘s conservation efforts do not produce the
hoped-for 1,000 AFY reduction in usage, the FEIR could reasonably conclude that the new
development‘s increased water usage that is not offset by the conversion of farmland would be
offset by even a modest reduction in usage attributable to the City‘s conservation efforts.”]).
The comment also states that the County refuses to mandate water conservation measures. This
statement is incorrect. The County has existing water conservation requirements in the County
Ordinance code in Part VII, Chapter 31 [Landscaping], and Part VIII, Chapter 7 [Water
Conservation Program]. Please see proposed Policies WR-1.5, WR1.6, WR-3.1, WR.3.5, WR3.6, WR-3.7, WR-3.8, WR-3.9, WR-3.10, WR-3.11, and Implementation Measure 10, 22, 23, and
25. Also, see page 3.6-12 of the RDEIR for a discussion of the California Urban Water
Management Planning Act which places various conditions on public and private urban water
suppliers. Please also note that the County is not the only responsible agency for implementing
water conservation measures. Urban and Agricultural Water Supplier’s also require their own
water conservation measures. Additional water conversation measures will also be implemented
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in the future (see Senate Bill 7, from the Seventh Extraordinary Session in 2009 [requiring a
reduction in per capita water use by 20% by 2020 by Urban and Agricultural Water Suppliers]).

Response to Comment I11-83:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-82 and 39.

Response to Comment I11-84:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment I11-39 for discussion Table 3.9-17 in the
RDEIR. Please also see Response to Comment I11-37 for discussion of the County’s Water
Supply analysis which addressed project buildout of the proposed general plan (including
residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural uses).

Response to Comment I11-85:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of policy
enforceability. While the County continues to have independent power under its General Plan and
manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not intend to create an
updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict with State law or the
requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies described throughout the
General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on the range of future
development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It
should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general principles to guide
future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation measures. The
commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #3 also describes the
appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the
RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-86:
The commenter provides several suggestions for additional policies or implementation measures.
These suggestions include the following:


Complying with AB 162 (creating water recharge basins to catch floodwaters) – No
change made. Addressed by the following existing policy:
o



WR-3.9 Establish Critical Water Supply Areas. The County shall designate
Critical Water Supply Areas to include the specific areas used by a municipality or
community for its water supply system, areas critical to groundwater recharge, and
other areas possessing a vital role in the management of the water resources in the
County [New Policy]

Additionally, the commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-22 for
a description of the General Plan 2030 Update’s compliance with AB 162 and available
flood-related maps, mandating drought tolerant landscaping, drip irrigation, and heavy
mulching in all new development – No change made. Addressed by existing policy:
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o



WR-3.5 Use of Native and Drought Tolerant Landscaping. The County shall
encourage the use of low water consuming, drought-tolerant and native landscaping and
emphasize the importance of utilizing water conserving techniques, such as night
watering, mulching, and drip irrigation [New Policy].

Enforcing AB 1881 Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance:

The Updated Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance became effective within Tulare County on
January 1, 2010 (see http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/docs/DirectorLetterAdoption.pdf.
No additional policy necessary.


Provide incentives to replace lawns in existing development with drought tolerant
landscaping and drip irrigation – No change made. Addressed by existing policy:
o



WR-3.5 Use of Native and Drought Tolerant Landscaping. The County shall
encourage the use of low water consuming, drought-tolerant and native landscaping and
emphasize the importance of utilizing water conserving techniques, such as night
watering, mulching, and drip irrigation [New Policy].

Mandating the most water efficient showerheads, washing machines, dishwashers, toilets
and hot water heaters in all new development:

The County already has a number of water conservation measures incorporated into the County
Ordinance code. These requirements would remain or be strengthened as a result of the proposed
General Plan. Currently County Ordinance code Section 8-07-1180 requires the use of low flush
water saving toilets for new construction. No additional policy necessary.


Providing incentives for replacing water inefficient appliances in older homes, especially
disadvantaged communities.

While the General Plan 2030 Update has no specific policy addressing this issue, the County currently
complies with energy requirements under title 24 and the County supports several similar incentive
programs currently offered by local energy providers (i.e., PG&E, SCE, etc.). No additional policy
necessary. No existing policy.
 Require new development to offset their water demand 2:1.
CEQA impacts are based upon a comparison to existing conditions (See CEQA Guidelines Section
15125). Requiring an offset of 2:1 would exceed the requirements of CEQA in this circumstance (i.e.
addressing the impacts of the project), and is therefore considered infeasible. No additional policy
necessary.
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment I11-71.

Response to Comment I11-87:
The impact statement was updated to more efficiently describe the specific impact being
addressed by the analysis. As indicated in the comment, the impact clearly remains significant
and unavoidable. Please see Master Response #11 regarding Yokohl Ranch. As discussed therein
the Yokohl Ranch project is not part of the proposed project addressed in this RDEIR, and is
undergoing its own CEQA review.
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Response to Comment I11-88:
The RDEIR discusses impacts of projected development related to impermeable surfaces. See
Response to Comment I11-55, and RDEIR pages 3.6-38, 3.6-42, 3.6-45, and 3.9-40. The
proposed General Plan contains a number of measures to increase permeable surfaces and capture
stormwater. See Response to Comment I11-91 for greater detail.
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the
RDEIR. As discussed in the previous response to comment, Yokohl Ranch is not part of the
proposed project.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. For the RDEIR, the commenter is
directed to page 3.6-34 which clearly identifies the significance criteria used for the analysis of
Impact 3.6-3. The impact discussion for Impact 3.6-3 is provided on pages 3.6-48 through 3.6-50
of the RDEIR. As indicated in the analysis, the impact conclusion is based on a number of
policies designed to reduce the generation of erosion or sedimentation and siting future
development away from possible flood-prone areas. Policies ERM-7.3, PFS-4.1, PFS-4.4, and
WR-2.1 through WR-2.8 protect soils from erosion, control stormwater, and minimize impacts on
existing drainage facilities. Policies FGMP-8.3, HS-1.4, HS-1.5, HS-1.11, HS-5.1 through HS5.11 minimizes flooding impacts in floodplains through avoidance of development in floodplains
and implementation of flood control measures. A number of policies require new development to
minimize water quality impacts through implementation of development standards, best
management practices, and adherence to water quality regulations (see Policies FGMP-8.2,
FGMP-8.7, FGMP-8.8, FGMP-8.12, PF-5.2, PFS-1.3, PFS-4.2, PFS-4.3, PFS-4.4, PFS-4.5, PFS4.7, and PFS Implementation Measure #7). Policy WR-1.9 requires monitoring and collection of
surface water quality data. Additionally, Policy PFS-1.3 and Public Facilities and Services
Implementation Measures #1, #2, and #3 provide for the funding mechanism to provide
additional or expanded services in conjunction with new development. The complete list of
policies identified in the RDEIR is provided below in the following summary table.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resource Management Element, Health
and Safety Element, and Foothill Growth Management
Plan

Public Facilities and Services Element, Water
Resources Element, and Planning Framework Plan

Policies designed to minimize this impact through adherence to appropriate levels of stormwater infrastructure planning,
financing and construction include the following:
ERM-7.3 Protection of Soils on Slopes
FGMP-8.2 Development Drainage Patterns
FGMP-8.6 Development in the Frazier Valley Watershed
HS-5.9 Floodplain Development Restrictions
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PFS Implementation Measure #7
WR-1.9 Collection of Additional Surface Water Information
WR-2.1 Protect Water Quality
WR-2.2 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Enforcement
WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs)
WR-2.4 Construction Site Sediment Control
WR-2.5 Major Drainage Management
WR-2.6 Degraded Water Resources
WR-2.7 Industrial and Agricultural Sources
WR-2.8 Point Source Control
WR Implementation Measure #14, #16, and #17
Foothill Growth Management Plan

Water Resources Element

Policies designed to minimize this water quality impact through adherence to appropriate best management practices designed to
address soil erosion include the following:
FGMP-8.7 Minimize Soil Disturbances
FGMP-8.8 Erosion Mitigation Measures
FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal

WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Health and Safety Element, Public Facilities and Services Element, and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the preservation of floodplain areas and the management of new development
in hazardous areas include the following:
FGMP-8.3 Development in the Floodplain
HS-1.4 Building and Codes
HS-1.5 Hazard Awareness and Public Education
HS-1.11 Site Investigations
HS-5.1 Development Compliance with Federal, State, and
Local Regulations
HS-5.2 Development in Floodplain Zones
HS-5.3 Participation in Federal Flood Insurance Program
HS-5.4 Multi-Purpose Flood Control Measures
HS-5.5 Development in Dam and Seiche Inundation Zones

HS-5.6 Impacts to Downstream Properties
HS-5.7 Mapping of Flood Hazard Areas
HS-5.8 Road Location
HS-5.9 Floodplain Development Restrictions
HS-5.10 Flood Control Design
HS-5.11 Natural Design
PFS-4.1 Stormwater Management Plans
PFS-4.3 Development Requirements
PFS-4.6 Agency Coordination

Public Facilities and Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County utilities to provide adequate
service levels include the following:
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3

Consequently, with this wide range of measures, the impact is considered less than significant.

Response to Comment I11-89:
Please see Master Response #11 regarding Yokohl Ranch. As discussed therein the Yokohl
Ranch project is not part of the proposed project addressed in this RDEIR, and is undergoing its
own CEQA review. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.
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Response to Comment I11-90:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-91:
The commenter is incorrect. The General Plan contains a number of policies designed to
accomplish the capture and detention of stormwater runoff. The commenter is directed to the
Public Facilities and Services Element of the General Plan 2030 Update. Specific policies from
that element include the following:


PFS-4.1 Stormwater Management Plans. The County shall consider the preparation
and adoption of stormwater management plans for communities and hamlets to reduce
flood risk, protect soils from erosion, control stormwater, and minimize impacts on
existing drainage facilities, and develop funding mechanisms [New Policy]



PFS-4.2 Site Improvements. The County shall ensure that new development in UDBs,
UABs, Community Plans, Hamlet Plans, Planned Communities, Corridor Areas, and
Area Plans includes adequate stormwater drainage systems. This includes adequate
capture, transport, and detention/retention of stormwater [New Policy]



PFS-4.3 Development Requirements. The County shall encourage project designs that
minimize drainage concentrations and impervious coverage, avoid floodplain areas, and
where feasible, provide a natural watercourse appearance [New Policy]



PFS-4.4 Stormwater Retention Facilities. The County shall require on-site
detention/retention facilities and velocity reducers when necessary to maintain existing
(pre-development) storm flows and velocities in natural drainage systems. The County
shall encourage the multi-purpose design of these facilities to aid in active groundwater
recharge [New Policy]



PFS-4.5 Detention/Retention Basins Design. The County shall require that stormwater
detention/retention basins be visually unobtrusive and provide a secondary use, such as
recreation, when feasible [New Policy]

In addition to the above mentioned policies, the County follows a number of additional regulations
designed to address stormwater management and retention including the Tulare County Ordinance
Code for Regulation and Planning all with CEQA procedures.
Groundwater recharge areas have also already been implemented in other parts of the County, a fact
recognized by the Commenter (see Comment I11-119 [“On the other hand, Tulare Irrigation District
and the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District have created recharge basins.”]).
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment I11-114.

Response to Comment I11-92:
The commenter is directed to Section 3.4 “Energy and Global Climate Change” of the RDEIR,
and Response to Comment I11-77.
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Response to Comment I11-93:
The commenter is directed to the responses for Ill-88, I11-41, and I11-100 which describe the
analysis provided in the RDEIR to address these impacts.

Response to Comment I11-94:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-20, which describes the
analysis conducted to address wildland fires.

Response to Comment I11-95:
The County assumes that the commenter is directing its question to Impact 3.7-1 “The proposed
project could result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.” The RDEIR addresses the
issue of soil erosion on pages 3.7-17 through 3.7-18 of the document. The analysis includes a
description of the process of erosion and describes the various factors that contribute to erosion
include topography. The analysis continues with a description of the various State regulations
designed to address accelerated erosion rates, including the use of a variety of best management
practices. With the implementation of these best management practices, erosion-related effects
can be minimized through implementation of the policies provided as part of the Water Resources
and Health and Safety Elements in the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan 2030
Update).
A complete list of the policies referenced in the RDEIR is summarized in the table below. Key
policies include, policies WR-2.2, WR-2.3, and WR-2.4 relate specifically to monitoring
construction activities through NPDES enforcement, requiring the use of Best Management
Practices (BMPs), and other mitigation measures designed to control erosion and protect surface
water and groundwater from the adverse effects of construction activities. Other policies from the
Health and Safety Element (see Policies HS-2.3 and HS-2.4) limit construction-related activities
and development in areas with slopes in excess of 30 percent, which could result in several public
safety issues and increased hillside erosion. Part II, Area Plans, of the Goals and Policies Report
of the General Plan 2030 Update also includes a number of similar policies in the FGMP (see
Policies FGMP-1.11, FGMP-4.1, FGMP-8.2, FGMP-8.7, FGMP-8.8, FGMP-8.10, FGMP-8.11,
FGMP-8.12, FGMP-9.4) that have been developed to address a variety of environmental issues
(including soil erosion) specific to this unique County area. Consequently, with implementation
of these various policies and implementation measure, the impact was determined to be less than
significant.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Water Resources Element

Health and Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to address soil erosion impacts include the following:
WR-1.10
WR-2.2
WR-2.3
WR-2.4

Channel Modification
NPDES Enforcement
Best Management Practices
Construction Site Sediment Control
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Foothill Growth Management Plan
FGMP-1.2 Grading
FGMP-1.11 Hillside Development
FGMP-4.1 Identification of Environmentally Sensitive Areas
FGMP-8.2 Development Drainage Patterns
FGMP-8.7 Minimize Soil Disturbances

FGMP-8.8 Erosion Mitigation Measures
FGMP-8.10 Development in Hazard Areas
FGMP-8.11 Development on Slopes
FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal
FGMP-9.4 Soil Conditions and Development Density
FGMP Implementation Measure #7, #14 and #33

Response to Comment I11-96:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of policy
enforceability. While the County continues to have independent power under its General Plan and
manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not intend to create an
updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict with State law or the
requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies described throughout the
General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on the range of future
development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It
should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general principles to guide
future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation measures. The
commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #3 also describes the
appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the
RDEIR.
As further noted in Master Response #3, the General Plan policies and implementation measures
should be considered as part of a comprehensive system and should not be viewed individually.
These policies will be interpreted in relationship to the other goals, policies, and implementation
measures contained in the General Plan which provide additional clarity on how they will be
implemented and the goals and standards by which they will be achieved . Each Section in the
RDEIR provides an overview of the existing regulations as well as a plethora of goals, policies,
and implementation measures designed to help avoid impacts. See RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.9
for further details.
Please also see Response to Comment I11-91 for discussion of stormwater policies. The comment
also suggests revisions to FGMP Policy 8.6 to apply to “all run off.” These revisions are not
considered feasible to implement. The County has limited authority to alter existing development
(i.e. existing grandfathered development). However, as new development/revisions are proposed
to existing facilities, the policies described in Response to Comment I11-91 will become
applicable.
The comment also suggests that FGMP Implementation Measure 24 requires “measurement
standards.” As noted in Master Response #3, the General Plan policies and implementation
measures should be considered as part of a comprehensive system and should not be viewed
individually. FGMP Implementation Measure 24 is to implement Policy FGMP-8.6 which
already contains the “no additional runoff” requirement.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-111

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

The comment also questions implementation of NPDES enforcement. This is a federal
requirement from the Clean Water Act (CWA). See RDEIR page 3.6-5 which discusses the CWA
requirements.
The comment also suggests prohibiting development in hazardous places. Such a general
prohibition could result in potential property takings. Such a broad prohibition on development is
considered legally infeasible.

Response to Comment I11-97:
The impact statement was updated to more efficiently describe the specific impact being
addressed by the analysis. Please also see Response to Comment I11-14 regarding the choice of
the thresholds of significance.

Response to Comment I11-98:
Please see Response to Comment I11-14 regarding the choice of the thresholds of significance.
The significance criteria used to address Impact 3.6-4 is clearly identified on page 3.6-34. As
clearly indicated on page 3.6-34, the significance criteria for the analysis were adapted from
criteria presented in Appendix G “Environmental Checklist Form” of the CEQA Guidelines. The
reference to “professional judgment” refers to the County’s (and/or consultants) consideration of
additional local or regional standards that can also provide guidance on the evaluation of a
particular impact. In the case of Impact 3.6-3, no additional standards were considered
appropriate to refine the proposed significance criteria.

Response to Comment I11-99:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-100:
The RDEIR addresses Impact 3.6-4 on pages 3.6-50 through 3.6-52 of the document. The
thresholds of significance for chapter 3.6 are provided on RDEIR page 3.6-34. The analysis
includes a description of stormwater infrastructure and identifies possible sources of polluted
runoff associated with new developed envisioned under the General Plan 2030 Update. The
analysis continues with a description of key policies that have been designed to address this issue.
These key policies are summarized in a table provided below and include a variety of measures
including site/development standards, flood control measures, infrastructure requirements, and
best management practices.
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MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resource Management Element, Health
and Safety Element, and Foothill Growth Management
Plan

Public Facilities and Services Element, Water
Resources Element, and Planning Framework Plan

Policies designed to minimize this impact through adherence to appropriate levels of stormwater infrastructure planning,
financing and construction include the following:
ERM-7.3 Protection of Soils on Slopes
FGMP-8.2 Development Drainage Patterns
FGMP-8.6 Development in the Frazier Valley Watershed
HS-5.9 Floodplain Development Restrictions

PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns (Planned Communities)
PFS-1.3 Impact Mitigation
PFS-4.1 Stormwater Management Plans
PFS-4.2 Site Improvements
PFS-4.3 Development Requirements
PFS-4.4 Stormwater Retention Facilities
PFS-4.5 Detention/Retention Basins Design
PFS-4.6 Agency Coordination
PFS-4.7 NPDES Enforcement
WR-1.9 Collection of Additional Surface Water Information
WR-2.1 Protect Water Quality
WR-2.2 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Enforcement
WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs)
WR-2.4 Construction Site Sediment Control
WR-2.5 Major Drainage Management
WR-2.6 Degraded Water Resources
WR-2.7 Industrial and Agricultural Sources
WR-2.8 Point Source Control
WR Implementation Measure #14, #16, and #17

Foothill Growth Management Plan

Water Resources Element

Policies designed to minimize this water quality impact through adherence to appropriate best management practices designed to
address soil erosion include the following:
FGMP-8.7 Minimize Soil Disturbances
FGMP-8.8 Erosion Mitigation Measures
FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal

WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Health and Safety Element and Foothill Growth
Management Plan

Public Facilities and Services Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the preservation of floodplain areas and the management of new development
in hazardous areas include the following:
FGMP-8.3 Development in the Floodplain
HS-1.4 Building and Codes
HS-1.5 Hazard Awareness and Public Education
HS-1.11 Site Investigations
HS-5.1 Development Compliance with Federal, State, and
Local Regulations
HS-5.2 Development in Floodplain Zones
HS-5.3 Participation in Federal Flood Insurance Program
HS-5.4 Multi-Purpose Flood Control Measures
HS-5.5 Development in Dam and Seiche Inundation Zones
HS-5.6 Impacts to Downstream Properties
HS-5.7 Mapping of Flood Hazard Areas
HS-5.9 Floodplain Development Restrictions
HS-5.10 Flood Control Design
HS-5.11 Natural Design

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

PFS-4.1 Stormwater Management Plans
PFS-4.3 Development Requirements
PFS-4.6 Agency Coordination

5-113

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

Public Facilities and Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County utilities to provide adequate
service levels.
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3

Consequently, with implementation of these various policies and implementation measure, the
impact was determined to be less than significant.
Please see Response to Comment I11-91 for discussion of policies related to stormwater
infiltration.

Response to Comment I11-101:
The comment regarding seasonal pollutant load concerns is noted. As noted in previous
comments, existing conditions are not impacts of the proposed project. Please see Response to
Comment I11-88 and I11-91 and RDEIR page 3.6-50 for discussion of the stormwater impact
analysis.
The commenter also expresses concern associated with “anything swept, or poured into the street
or gutter, or catch basin.” As noted in the environmental setting discussion on RDEIR page 3.627 the primary source of water quality issues are “high TDS, nitrate, arsenic, and organic
compounds such as herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers, as well as instances of radiological
parameters such as uranium and radium 228.” The proposed project would replace existing
sources of agricultural organic compounds such as herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers and
replace them with new urban uses which have fewer water quality problems. Furthermore, as
discussed under Impact analysis 3.6-5 in Section 3.9, the proposed project contains policies which
require new development to pay for infrastructure which would include stormwater infrastructure
as well as solid waste infrastructure such as public and private garbage/recycling receptacles (see
Section 3.9). New infrastructure will include stormwater facilities which will be designed to
include catch basins to capture trash and other solid waste. As further discussed on RDEIR page
3.9-56 there are also policies and implementation measures designed to reduce per capita solid
waste generation. The County also contains a number of recycling facilities to reduce illegal
dumping, of oil, pesticides, paint, and other household products as discussed on RDEIR page 3.811. Also, please see Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I11-102:
The comment regarding James May’s presentation to the Tulare County Water Commission is noted.
These are existing conditions and not considered impacts resulting from implementation of the
proposed project.
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Response to Comment I11-103:
As discussed in Response to Comment I11-77, existing conditions are not impacts of the
proposed project as suggested in the comment letter (see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15125,
15126.2(a)). Therefore, existing groundwater overdraft and existing water quality issues do not
necessitate the proposed project resulting in a “significant” impact (see Watsonville Pilots
Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to
resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry
Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010)
2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42); 190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I11-104:
The commenter is directed to the responses for Ill-88, I11-41, and I11-100 which describe the
analysis provided in the RDEIR to address these impacts. Please see Master Response #4
regarding the level of detail in the RDEIR. Please also note that CEQA Guidelines Section 15125
states that “the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of
the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” The level of detail requested
by the comment is not feasible or required to determine the impacts of the project (see also
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125).
Please see Response to Comments I11-32 and I11-77 which discuss public health related to Air
Quality and Water Quality.

Response to Comment I11-105:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-20 and I11-77. As noted in
Response to Comment I11-77 the thresholds in Section 3.6 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and
Drainage) and 3.8 (Hazardous Materials and Public Safety [Fires]) address the direct impacts of
the proposed project within and around Tulare. Secondary indirect impacts associated with
climate change are addressed and discussed in RDEIR Sections 3.4 starting on page 3.4-15.
However these effects are discussed at a programmatic level of detail and are not necessarily
specific to Tulare County. As discussed on RDEIR page 3.4-15, the analysis discusses “global”
climate change effects as well as effects “from a statewide perspective.” The significance
conclusions in Sections 3.6 and 3.8 are not inconsistent with the discussion in Section 3.4. The
analyses simply address separate sources of impacts and different geographic locations which
allow decision makers to better tailor policies and mitigation measures to address the source of
the impacts. For example impacts associated with climate change can be most easily addressed
through reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, whereas direct impacts associated with new
development are reduced through specific development requirements, such as those outlined in
Response to Comment I11-91.

Response to Comment I11-106:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-100.
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Response to Comment I11-107:
As discussed General Plan page 1-7 the “Conservation Element” is contained in the Environmental
Resource Management Element (General Plan Part 1, Component C, Section 8). Additional flood
related policies are included in Section 10.5 of the General Plan. State planning law allows
jurisdictions a degree of flexibility to developing elements in conformance with the State
mandated elements (Government Code Section 65301(a) [“The general plan may be adopted in
any format deemed appropriate or convenient by the legislative body, including the combining of
elements.”]). The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-22 for a
description of the General Plan 2030 Update’s compliance with AB 162 and available floodrelated maps. The comment also states that “Health and Safety Element prohibits critical facilities
development in floodplains but does not dictate standards for other construction in the 100-year
flood plain. Elsewhere in the General Plan 2030 Update, development is allowed in groundwater
recharge basins if the development is "clustered.” Please see Master Response #3 and #4 for
policy enforceability and the level of detail required. The comment is incorrectly assumes “flood
plains” and “groundwater recharge basins” are the same. While there may be some overlap, these
areas and terms are not synonymous. Furthermore, the General Plan does not “allow”
development in recharge basins, if development is clustered. While the comment does not cite the
component of the General Plan they believe stands for this concept, the commenter discussed
Implementation Measure 6 previously which discusses clustering development. However this
implementation measure requires the county to “avoid destruction of established recharge sites
through such means as clustering development to leave such areas [recharge sites] in open
space, avoidance of lining channels and streams, alteration of existing agricultural practices, or
substitutions made of drainage methods that will transport polluted waters away from such sites”
(Emphasis added).

Response to Comment I11-108:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-18. The comment is also
directed to page ES-7 of the RDEIR, which notes that the Background Reports were incorporated by
reference and made available as Appendix B of the RDEIR. “Where all or part of another document
is incorporated by reference, the incorporated language shall be considered to be set forth in full as
part of the text of the EIR or negative declaration” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150).

Response to Comment I11-109:
The commenter’s reference to the General Plan Background Report is noted. Please see Response to
Comment I11-108.

Response to Comment I11-110:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I11-111:
The commenter’s general reference to weak policies is noted.

Response to Comment I11-112:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment I11-22. While the commenter disagrees with
the FEMA maps, the County is required to include the FEMA maps. Furthermore, the ordinance
referenced in the comment has been updated over the years included revisions in 1997, 1998, and
2001 (see County Ordinances 3184, 3212, 3262). Please also note that the RDEIR pages 3.6-14
and 3.6-53 explain that the ordinance is in the process of being updated. See Part VII, Chapter 27
of the Tulare County Code for the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance.

Response to Comment I11-113:
The commenter’s reference to the Tulare County Chapter 27 Flood Damage Prevention document is
noted. Note that the document is also available online for free at: http://www.co.tulare.ca.us. The link
can be found on the “County Government” page in the “County Ordinance Code” link under the
“Related Information” side menu.
The commenter is referred to RDEIR Section 3.6, Impact 3.6-5 for discussion of stormwater impacts.
The comment is also referred to Master Response #3 for guidance on the enforceability of policies and
implementation measures contained in the general plan and #4 for a description of how the General
Plan is implemented, including revisions to existing ordinances (for example Ordinance #3212,
effective October 10, 1998).
The comment also suggests that new mobile homes in existing mobile home parks and subdivisions
would be at risk. As discussed above, existing development (including existing mobile homes, and
subdivisions) are not impacts of the proposed project. Furthermore, the proposed General Plan
contains policies designed to reduce flood related impacts and to move new development away from
flood areas, as discussed on RDEIR page 3.6-54. Contrary to the comment, these policies include
limiting development in flood areas. For example Policy HS-5.9 states “The County shall ensure that
riparian areas and drainage areas within 100-year floodplains are free from development that may
adversely impact floodway capacity or characteristics of natural/riparian areas or natural groundwater
recharge areas.” In addition to these policies, the County follows guidance provide by the building
code when addressing development and flood-related conditions.

Response to Comment I11-114:
The commenter’s reference to low impact development standards is noted. The commenter is
referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-91 and I11-107. As noted in these comments
the County has proposed policies which would retain stormwater on site. However, as discussed
in Master Response #4, the General Plan is a policy level document, with the EIR prepared as a
program –level document. Additionally, the commenter is referred to Master Response #3 which
provides guidance on the enforceability of policies and implementation measures contained in the
general plan. While many of these options may ultimately be contained in future ordinances and
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guidelines designed to implement the General Plan, the level of detail requested by comment (i.e.
the specific types of retention options) is not possible. As discussed in these Master Responses
and Response to Comment I11-2, there are methods for ensuring that the General Plan will be
implemented, including drafting of new ordinances (see proposed General Plan Water Resources
Implementation Measure 1 [which includes an ordinance which addresses “injury to water
replenishment, storage and restoration”]; See also Gov. Code §§ 65359, 65400, 65455, and 65860
[which explain how the General Plan is implemented]).

Response to Comment I11-115:
The commenter’s reference to the Porter-Cologne Act is noted. All of these statutory and
regulatory requirements were discussed in the RDEIR, starting on page 3.6-5.

Response to Comment I11-116:
The commenter is incorrect regarding the lack of low impact development standards. The
commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-91 and I11-114.

Response to Comment I11-117:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. While the County continues to have independent power
under its General Plan and manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not
intend to create an updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict
with State law or the requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies
described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on
the range of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft
General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general
principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation
measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #3 also
describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided
in the RDEIR.
As noted in Master Response #3, the General Plan policies and implementation measures should
be considered as part of a comprehensive system and should not be viewed individually. These
policies will be interpreted in relationship to the other goals, policies, and implementation
measures contained in the General Plan which provide additional clarity on how they will be
implemented and the goals and standards by which they will be achieved. Each Section in the
RDEIR provides an overview of the existing regulations as well as a plethora of goals, policies,
and implementation measures designed to help avoid impacts.
The comment also faults certain policies for lack of a time frame (for example comment on HS1.11). As discussed above the policies will be part of the General Plan once it is approved.
However, at this time there is no site specific development proposed with the General Plan.
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Therefore, it is not possible to provide project level details, such as when “site investigations”
will occur.
The commenter also questions why Tulare County Flood Prevention Ordinance is not in the
General Plan 2030 Update. The County has discretion to determine what should be in the
General Plan 2030 Update. However, simply because a regulation or ordinance is not in the
General Plan 2030 Update does not change its applicability or effectiveness. As noted in the
Master Response #3, the General Plan does not stand alone from a statutory or regulatory
perspective. Other laws will also shape the way development occurs within the County. The
commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-22 for a description of the
General Plan 2030 Update’s compliance with AB 162 and available flood-related maps that have
incorporated into the General Plan 2030 Update.
The commenter also suggests that numerous policies need to be revised to be mandatory. Please
See Master Response #3 for discussion of General Plan policy language.

Response to Comment I11-118:
Comment noted. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-22
for a description of the General Plan 2030 Update’s compliance with AB 162 and available floodrelated maps that have incorporated into the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I11-119:
Please see Response to Comment I11-91 for discussion of stormwater retention facilities. The
comment suggests that there the project does not prevent “development in potential water
retention basins.” This is incorrect; please see Response to Comment I11-113.
The comment also states that the Flood Control Master Plan was not included in the General Plan
Update. As discussed in Response to Comment I11-117, the County has discretion to determine
what to put into the General Plan. However, simply because a plan, regulation, or ordinance is
not in the General Plan, does not mean that it would not be applicable to development under the
proposed project. Furthermore, the Flood Control Master Plan was included (incorporated) into
the proposed General Plan Update (see General Plan, Part I, Component D, Chapter 15, page 15-1).
The comment also suggests there are new FEMA flood Maps from 2008. RDEIR Figure 3.6-5
notes that the 2008 FEMA maps were a source for this figure. The commenter is also directed to
the response prepared for Comment I11-22 for a description of the General Plan 2030 Update’s
compliance with AB 162 and available flood-related maps that have incorporated into the General
Plan 2030 Update.
The comment also raises concerns regarding water supplied from northern California as a result
of recent judicial decisions. The RDEIR discusses the uncertainty in imported surface water on
pages 3.6-18. The RDEIR also discusses the certainty of imported water and the judicial decision
referenced in the Comment on page 3.6-18, 3.9-37, 3.9-40, 3.9-41 (Delta Supply Issues). Similar
information is discussed in RDEIR Appendix G, Section 3.3.
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Furthermore, the Water Supply analysis starting on page 3.9-43 provided several different
scenarios which involved changes in water supply. Scenario 2 provides the typical CEQA
analysis in comparison to baseline conditions (i.e. historical supply). However, Scenarios 3 and 4
go beyond this requirement and provide information related to constrained future water supplies
below baseline levels, including future restraints resulting from groundwater overdraft, San
Joaquin River Restoration Settlement Agreement, Population Growth Within and Near Tulare
County, Joint Management of Shared Aquifers, Groundwater Adjudications, Water Transfers and
Exchanges, Delta Supply Issues, Climate Change and Variability, Institutional Issues Affecting
Water Supplies (see also RDEIR Appendix G Section 3.3).
The commenter is also directed to Response to Comment I11-88 for discussion of flood related
development policies.

Response to Comment I11-120:
The commenter’s brief summary of previously identified comments is noted. Please also see
Response to Comment I11-22.

Response to Comment I11-121:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. As noted in Master Response #11, the Yokohl Ranch
project is not part of the proposed project.

Response to Comment I11-122:
As noted in Master Response #11, the Yokohl Ranch Project (a proposed development in the
foothills) is not part of the proposed project. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR
pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established
community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
The commenter also expresses concerns regarding the existing conditions of the levees. Existing
flood protections are described in the RDEIR starting on pages 3.6-29 and 3.6-33. Furthermore,
RDEIR page 3.6-7 (“California Valley Flood Protection Board”) and page 3.6-8 discuss
regulations for those areas located adjacent to the levees and designated floodways. The RDEIR
provides a description and analysis of several key ways in which levees could fail (see RDEIR
Impact 3.6-6).

Response to Comment I11-123:
The background information regarding Success Dam is noted. Please also note that the RDEIR
discloses the Dam Failure Inundation Zones in Figure 3.6-5.
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Response to Comment I11-124:
The background information regarding inundation areas for the study area is noted. Please also note
that the RDEIR discloses the Dam Failure Inundation Zones in Figure 3.6-5.
The comment also suggests that all development within potential inundation zones must not be
developed. As discussed under Impact 3.6-6 there are numerous policies in the proposed General
Plan designed to reduce or avoid impacts associated with development in flood areas. It is also
important to note that specific development is not proposed with the General Plan. Site specific
development will be reviewed as specific projects are proposed. However an outright ban on all
types of development is considered infeasible for legal, environmental, and policy reasons as this
could potentially result in an unconstitutional taking. However, as noted in Section 3.6, the
proposed General Plan contains Policy HS-5.2 which greatly limits most types of development
within flood zones.
Furthermore, it is important to note that the County will need to balance other considerations in
determining whether to approve or disapprove development. For example, an outright ban might
result in a reduction in impacts associated with flood zones, however this might result in impacts
to other resource areas by forcing development into areas associated with fire hazard, geologic
hazards, or resulting in increased sprawl thereby potentially forcing development into critical
habitat or increasing vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gases. The County must maintain
some flexibility in the General Plan which allows the decision makers to balance all resource
areas and hazards and the peculiarities of specific parcels and projects. Such flexibility would not
be accomplished with an outright ban on development suggested in the comment.

Response to Comment I11-125:
The background information regarding Success Dam is noted.

Response to Comment I11-126:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. While the County continues to have independent power
under its General Plan and manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not
intend to create an updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict
with State law or the requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies
described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on
the range of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft
General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general
principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation
measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level
of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4
also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis
provided in the RDEIR.
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The comment is also referred to Response to Comment I11-124 and Master Response #3 for
discussion of policy implementation and enforceability.

Response to Comment I11-127:
The commenter is incorrect regarding the lack of low impact development standards. The
commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-91.

Response to Comment I11-128:
The commenter concurrence with the impact conclusion for flooding impacts is noted.

Response to Comment I11-129:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.

Response to Comment I11-130:
The RDEIR provides a description of several key ways in which erosion can be developed. The
description is not intended to be a comprehensive or exhaustive list.

Response to Comment I11-131:
The commenter’s reference to development standards contained in the Foothill Growth
Management Plan is noted. Please see Master Response #4. As discussed therein, policies should
not be reviewed individually but as part of the full comprehensive General Plan. Numerous
standards are contained in the General Plan policies, for example see FGMP-8.2, FGMP-8.4,
FGMP-8.8. Furthermore the policies only allow development on slopes greater than 30 percent if
the applicant can mitigate impacts from those developments. More detailed information is
already contained in County Ordinance code Part VII, Article 7 (Excavation and Grading) which
would be bolstered and strengthened by the new policies. More Specifically see 7-15-1420(d),
(e), (f), and (g) [protective measures near watercourses and revegetation requirements] and 7-151380 [protective measures such as hydromulching, berms, interceptor ditches, subsurface drains,
terraces, and/or sediment traps in order to prevent erosion.].

Response to Comment I11-132:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 217, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established
community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I11-133:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 217, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established
community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-134:
The commenter’s reference to low impact development standards is noted. The commenter is
referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-91.

Response to Comment I11-135:
The commenter is referred to the response for Comment I11-95 and I11-132.

Response to Comment I11-136:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. While the County continues to have independent power
under its General Plan and manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not
intend to create an updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict
with State law or the requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies
described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on
the range of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft
General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general
principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation
measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also
describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided
in the RDEIR.
Please also see Response to Comment I11-131 and Master Response #3 which discusses General
Plan implementation and enforceability.

Response to Comment I11-137:
The commenter asks why the language for Impact 3.8-6 varies from the language used in the
CEQA Appendix G environmental checklist. Please see Response to Comment I11-14. The lead
agency (Tulare County) has discretion to set its own significance criteria. While Appendix G is
sometimes adopted, in part, to determine a project’s significant impacts, Appendix G was created
for the purpose of evaluating potential impacts for an initial study. However, the Guidelines make
clear that Appendix G is not mandatory. The impact statement was updated to more efficiently
describe the specific impact being addressed by the analysis.
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The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch
Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-138:
The commenter expresses general disagreement with the determination in the RDEIR that Impact 3.86 would result in a less than significant impact, and also questions whether the valley would
experience wildland fires. Wildland fires affect grass, forest and brushlands, as well as any structures
on these lands. The type and amount of fuel (i.e. grass, brush, and other flammable materials),
topography are factors that influence the degree of fire risk, (RDEIR, p. 3.8-28). While the commenter
is generally correct in stating that wildland fires are more common in the foothill and mountain areas
due to the presence of vegetation (including chaparral habitat) conducive to wildland fires, the
transition areas between the valley and foothill areas can also contain vegetation that is conducive to
these types of fires. The commenter is referred to Figure 3.8-2 “Wildland Fire Threat” (page 3.8-31 of
the RDEIR); chaparral areas identified in Figure 3.11-1 “Habitat” are generally included in the “high”
or “very high” fire risk areas. Additionally, while the valley is predominately comprised of
agricultural uses, portions of the valley also contain grassland areas and other vegetation types that can
also be conducive to wildland fire conditions, as discussed in the RDEIR, this impact would be similar
in all geographic planning areas within the County because of the nature of the impact. The
commenter is referred to the response for Comment I11-20.

Response to Comment I11-139:
The commenter opinion regarding the ISO ratings for the foothill and mountain areas is noted.
Discussion of ISO ratings in the Background Report and the RDEIR refers to incorporated areas of the
County. Analysis in the RDEIR for this impact uses the significance criteria on p. 3.8-30.

Response to Comment I11-140:
The comment generally criticizes the amount and type of development that the commenter
assumes the General Plan 2030 Update would allow on slopes. The commenter also assumes that
the County does not have applicable grading (cut and fill standards) for this type of development,
which would, in the commenter’s view, exacerbate fire hazard risks in foothill and mountain
areas. Part IV, Chapter 11 of the Tulare County Code contains provisions to protect the lands,
fields, lots, buildings and homes within the County from the danger of fire. Also, fire risks are
addressed by policies HS 6.1 through HS 6.15 in the General Plan 2030 Update, with a list of all
key general plan policies designed as mitigation to address wildland fire concerns provided in the
response to Comment I11-20. While the commenter is correct in stating that the potential risk for
wildland fires is greater within the foothill and mountain areas of the County, please note that
analysis in the RDEIR determined that Impact 3.8-6 (risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires) would be less than significant for the proposed project and each of the alternatives.
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Response to Comment I11-141:
This comment expresses concern about potential building standards that would apply to Yokohl
Ranch. Please see Master Response #11 for discussion of Yokohl Ranch proposal. Please note
that the Yokohl Ranch Project is not included as part of the proposed project and will not be
considered for approval as part of the general plan 2030 update project. It should however be
noted that it was discussed under the Cumulative analysis on page 5-6 of the RDEIR. Please see
Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch Project and Master Response
#4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of
the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-142:
The commenter urges the County to follow recommendations of the 2009 California Climate
Adaptation Strategy document, but does not identify any specific recommendations from that
document. The commenter’s concerns will be shared with decision makers prior to a decision on
the proposed project.

Response to Comment I11-143:
The commenter’s reference to Attachment 24 is noted. Attachment 24 is a newspaper clipping of
an August 17, 2009 article published in the Wall Street Journal. The article discusses wildland
fires and wildland firefighting in California in general terms. No further response is required. See
Environmental Protection & Info. Ctr. v California Dep't of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44
Cal.4th 459, 483, 487 [Holding that the lead agency need not respond to non-project-specific
scientific articles and other reference materials that are submitted in support of comments].

Response to Comment I11-144:
The commenter indicates that chaparral habitat presents a high risk of fire, and refers to the habitat
map of the RDEIR showing the distribution of chaparral habitat (Figure 3.11-1). Please see Figure
3.8-2 “Wildland Fire Threat” (page 3.8-31 of the RDEIR); chaparral areas identified in Figure 3.11-1
are generally included in the “high” or “very high” fire risk areas.

Response to Comment I11-145:
The threshold of significance used for the wildland fire analysis is provided on page 3.8-30 of the
RDEIR:
“The proposed project would result in a significant impact if it would:
• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands.”
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Response to Comment I11-146:
The comment expresses a general criticism of the impact analyses and effectiveness of applicable
building codes related to wildland fire risks, and recommends that the County avoid building in very
high risk areas. The commenter’s suggestion would likely require development restrictions that
may affect individual property rights. Severe restrictions on development could result in takings,
rendering such an alternative legally infeasible. The Fifth Amendment of the United States
Constitution bars the “taking” of private property through land use regulations without just
compensation, with certain exceptions (Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council (1992) 505 U.S.
1003). Consequently, the incorporation of this restriction as part of the General Plan 2030 Update
is considered infeasible and no further change to the general plan is required.
A list of all key general plan policies designed as mitigation to address wildland fire concerns is
provided in the response to Comment I11-20. Please note that analysis in the RDEIR determined
that Impact 3.8-6 (risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires) would be less than
significant for the proposed project and each of the alternatives. In compliance with CEQA,
impacts related to wildland fires have been adequately addressed in the RDEIR. The commenter is
referred to the response for Comment I11-20, and I11-138 through I11-145, above.

Response to Comment I11-147:
The comment assumes that fire risks associated with development in the foothills and mountain
areas would be significant, and states that effective mitigation must be mandatory. Commenter’s
specific concerns regarding risks associated with wildland fire are addressed in other responses,
above and below. Please also see Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding enforceability and
appropriate level of detail.
As noted in Master Response #5, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within
established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Please also see Response to Comment I11-19
for discussion of development in the foothills.

Response to Comment I11-148:
The commenter’s suggestion to develop Fire Protection Plans for future projects is noted. Please
see Master Response #4 regarding level of detail and programmatic nature of the RDEIR. In
addition, this comment is addressed by FGMP policy 10.3 and HS policy 6.6.

Response to Comment I11-149:
The comment reiterates the commenter’s opinion that the County can and should impose more
stringent building standards in very high fire risk areas than the state standards. The commenter
generally indicates, for example, that policies should require rather than promote the use of fire
resistant materials. The commenter’s specific concerns regarding risks associated with wildland
fire are addressed in other responses, above and below. Please see Master Responses #3 and #4
regarding implementation, enforceability, and appropriate level of detail.
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Response to Comment I11-150:
The commenter’s reference to the Background Report regarding fire protection staffing levels is
noted.

Response to Comment I11-151:
The commenter’s reference to homes built in areas at risk of wildfire is noted. Part IV, Chapter 11 of
the Tulare County Code contains provisions to protect the lands, fields, lots, buildings and homes
within the County from the danger of fire. Also, fire risks are addressed by policies HS 6.1
through HS 6.15 in the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I11-152:
The commenter identifies several policies and implementation measures from the General Plan
2030 Update and questions the use of should versus shall in regards to the enforceability of the
policy. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 regarding the use of enforceable policy
language in the General Plan 2030 Update. The intent of the various policies described
throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on the range
of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft General
Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general principles to
guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation measures.
Implementation Measures are specific actions, programs, procedures, or technique to help ensure
that appropriate actions are taken to implement the General Plan; Implementation Measures are
helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy. Please see Master Response
#7 for additional discussion of Implementation Measures. While the County continues to have
independent power under its General Plan and manages growth within its jurisdictional
boundaries, the proposed project is not intended to include complicated and overlapping policies
that conflict with State law or the requirements of other jurisdictions. The commenter’s specific
concerns regarding individual policies and implementation measures appear to reflect a general
misunderstanding of how General Plans guide development. Please see Master Response #4
regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the
RDEIR. Master Response #4 also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as
mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR.
For specific comments regarding the terminology used (i.e., “fair share”, “pay its own way”, etc.)
to identify the payment of fees by developers to address fair share costs of infrastructure, the
commenter is reminded that the policies are intended to represent statements of general principles
that will help to guide future County actions. Policies are not intended to identify specific
numeric fees or to identify formulas that would be used to calculate future costs associated with
development-related infrastructure. Specific impact fees are more appropriately referenced in the
County’s Impact Fee Program.
Please note that analysis in the RDEIR determined that Impact 3.8-6 (risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires) would be less than significant for the proposed project and each of the
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alternatives; additional mitigation is not necessary (RDEIR pp. 3.8-33, 4-9). Regarding the
wording of Policy HS-7.6, the policy current reads as follows:


HS-7.6 Search and Rescue. The County should continue to provide search and rescue
operation capabilities for the Tulare County Sheriff’s Department in mountainous areas,
including those areas on the eastern side of the Sierra Nevada that are not served by all
weather roads. [Safety Element; Plan Update; Policy 6][Safety Element (1975); Pg.9].

As indicated in the policy, it is the County’s intent to continue to support a variety of emergency
response measures including search and rescue activities.

Response to Comment I11-153:
The RDEIR addressed these topics in Section 3.4 “Energy and Climate Change” and in Chapter 5
“Additional Statutory Considerations.” Please see these sections for a description of climate
change and cumulative impacts, including wildland fire risks.

Response to Comment I11-154:
The comment describes the commenter’s opinions regarding the effects of climate change on
wildland fire behavior. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required. However, please see Response to Comment I11-153.

Response to Comment I11-155:
This EIR evaluates a proposed general plan and alternatives. Please see Master Response #4 for a
discussion of the appropriate level of detail. Please see Master Response #11 for a discussion of
Yokohl Ranch. Please note that the Yokohl Ranch Project is not included as part of the proposed
project and will not be considered for approval as part of the general plan 2030 update project. This
comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I11-156:
The comment expresses an opinion that compliance with California Fire Codes is inadequate to
mitigate wildland fire risk. However, other proposed general plan policies would also reduce
risks associated with wildland fires. A list of all key general plan policies designed as mitigation
to address wildland fire concerns is provided in the response to Comment I11-20. Please note that
analysis in the RDEIR determined that Impact 3.8-6 (risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires) would be less than significant for the proposed project and each of the alternatives.

Response to Comment I11-157:
The commenter believes that wildland fire risks should be considered significant, because the
Yokohl Ranch Notice of Preparation indicated that wildfire risk for the Yokohl Ranch project
would be significant. The Yokohl Ranch Project is a site specific project going through its own
environmental review process and is not part of the proposed project. Please see Master Response
#11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch Project and Master Response #4 regarding the
appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I11-158:
The commenter lists and comments on questions from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines to
indicate the commenter’s preferences for significance thresholds. As indicated within each
resource section of the RDEIR, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines was considered in the
determination of significance criteria for each impact analysis. Please see Response to Comment
I11-14 for additional discussion of significance criteria.

Response to Comment I11-159:
The commenter indicates that the California Fire Codes are intended to provide minimum
standards. Please see Responses to Comments I11-20 and I11-156 for discussion of other policies
and implementing measures that would address wildland fire risks.

Response to Comment I11-160:
The commenter’s inclusion of sections from the General Plan Background Report related to fire
hazards and fire prevention is noted.

Response to Comment I11-161:
The commenter includes “Wildfire-Safe New Construction Tips,” including some productspecific recommendations. While the County acknowledges the importance of these
recommendations, they are considered too specific to include as County policy. The County has
addressed the issue of wildfire-safe construction tips through the existing development
requirements and considerations identified in the following General Plan 2030 Update policies: .


HS-6.1 New Building Fire Hazards. The County shall ensure that all building permits in
urban areas, as well as areas with potential for wildland fires, are reviewed by the County
Fire Chief [New Policy] [Per Fire Manager Comments August 21, 2006].



HS-6.2 Development in Fire Hazard Zones. The County shall ensure that development
in extreme or high fire hazard areas is designed and constructed in a manner that
minimizes the risk from fire hazards and meets all applicable State and County fire
standards. This shall include promoting the use of fire resistant materials designed to
reduce fire vulnerability within high or extreme fire hazard areas through use of Article
86-A of the 2001 California Fire Code and other nationally recognized standards, as may
be updated periodically. Special consideration shall be given to the use of fire-resistantmaterials and fire-resistant-construction in the underside of eaves, balconies, unenclosed
roofs and floors, and other similar horizontal surfaces in areas with steep slopes [Safety
Element; Public Safety and Standards; Policy 6][Safety Element (1975); Pg. 8, Modified]
[Per Fire Manager Comments August 21, 2006].



HS-6.5 Fire Risk Recommendations. The County shall encourage the County Fire
Chief to make recommendations to property owners regarding hazards associated with
the use of materials, types of structures, location of structures and subdivisions, road
widths, location of fire hydrants, water supply, and other important considerations
regarding fire hazard that may be technically feasible but not included in present
ordinances or policies [Safety Element; Management and Funding; Policy 3] [Safety
Element (1975); Pg. 8] [Per Fire Manager Comments August 21, 2006].
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Response to Comment I11-162:
The impact statement was updated to more efficiently describe the specific impact being
addressed by the analysis. Please see Response to Comment I11-14 for further details.

Response to Comment I11-163:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-41.
It should also be noted that existing environmental conditions (i.e. existing regional water supply
issues) are not impacts of the proposed project (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of
Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 3142);190 Cal.App.4th 324).
Please also see Response to Comment I11-119 which discusses uncertainty in future water supplies.
The comment also suggests that the RDEIR does “not ensure abundant, reliable, and safe drinking
water.” As noted in the Watsonville case “[i]t is not necessary for an EIR for a general plan to
establish a ‘likely source of water’.”

Response to Comment I11-164:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-41.
The comment states that development must proceed requiring adequate water supply, Best
Management Practices, offsetting water use at a 2:1 ratio, water conservation. Please see
Responses to Comments I11-86 and I11-71 which address these issues.

Response to Comment I11-165:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-40
and I11-41.

Response to Comment I11-166:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-40.

Response to Comment I11-167:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. While the County continues to have independent power
under its General Plan and manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not
intend to create an updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict
with State law or the requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies
described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on
the range of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft
General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general
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principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation
measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level
of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4
also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis
provided in the RDEIR.
Also see Response to Comment I11-131 and Master Response #3 which discusses General Plan
implementation and enforceability.

Response to Comment I11-168:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. While the County continues to have independent power
under its General Plan and manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not
intend to create an updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict
with State law or the requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies
described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on
the range of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft
General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general
principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation
measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level
of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4
also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis
provided in the RDEIR.
Please also see Response to Comment I11-131 and Master Response #3 which discusses General
Plan implementation and enforceability. Also see Response to Comment I11-82 for discussion of
water conservation measures, Response to Comment I11-86 for discussion of AB 1881, and
Response to Comment I11-71 for discussion of the suggestion of concentrating 95% of future
population growth in the incorporated cities.

Response to Comment I11-169:
The comment asks why the wording for significance criteria evaluated under Impact 3.9-5 is
different from the language in CEQA Appendix G.
As discussed above (see, e.g., Response to Comments I11-14 and I11-63), the lead agency has
discretion to set its own significance criteria. This EIR has tailored Appendix G to suit the unique
qualities and characteristics of the project area. The impact statement was updated to more
efficiently describe the specific impact being addressed by the analysis.

Response to Comment I11-170:
This comment presents the commenter’s summary of Impact 3.9-5 from the RDEIR. Comment noted;
no further response required.
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Response to Comment I11-171:
See RDEIR, p. 3.9-61. Deferral of the specifics of mitigation is permissible where the lead
agency commits itself to mitigating the impact the measures would address. Please also note that
PFS Implementation Measure #3 is part of a suite of policies and implementation measures
designed to reduce this impact to less than significant (see RDEIR pp. 3.9-60 – 3.9-61). Please
see Response to Comment I11-168 and Master Response #7 for additional discussion. A
complete summary of policies from the RDEIR is provided below.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Health and Safety and Public Facilities and Services Elements

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services and emergency response
planning include the following:
HS-1.4 Building and Codes
HS-1.5 Hazard Awareness and Public Education
HS-1.6 Public Safety Programs
HS-1.8 Response Times Planning in GIS
HS-1.9 Emergency Access
HS-1.10 Emergency Services Near Assisted Living
Housing
HS-6.1 New Building Fire Hazards
HS-6.2 Development in Fire Hazard Zones
HS-6.3 Consultation with Fire Service Districts
HS-6.4 Encourage Cluster Development
HS-6.5 Fire Risk Recommendations
HS-6.6 Wildland Fire Management Plans
HS-6.7 Water Supply System
HS-6.8 Private Water Supply
HS-6.9 Fuel Modification Programs
HS-6.10 Fuel Breaks
HS-6.11 Fire Buffers
HS-6.12 Weed Abatement
HS-6.14 Coordination with Cities

HS-7.1 Coordinate Emergency Response Services with
Government Agencies
HS-7.2 Mutual Aid Agreement
HS-7.3 Maintain Emergency Evacuation Plans
HS-7.4 Upgrading for Streets and Highways
HS-7.5 Emergency Centers
HS-7.6 Search and Rescue
HS-7.7 Joint Exercises
PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns
PFS-1.3 Impact Mitigation
PFS-2.1 Water Supply
PFS-7.1 Fire Protection
PFS-7.2 Fire Protection Standards
PFS-7.3 Visible Signage for Roads and Buildings
PFS-7.4 Interagency Fire Protection Cooperation
PFS-7.5 Fire Staffing and Response Time Standards
PFS-7.7 Cost Sharing
PFS-7.11 Locations of Fire and Sheriff Stations/Substations
PFS Implementation Measure #11

Public Facilities and Services Element

Foothill Growth Management Plan

Similar policies designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services and emergency
response planning within the various planning areas include the following:
PFS-7.6 Provision of Station Facilities and Equipment

FGMP-10.2 Provision of Safety Services
FGMP-10.3 Fire and Crime Protection Plan

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County programs to provide adequate
service levels.
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #9

Response to Comment I11-172:
The commenter discusses ISO ratings, homeowners insurance, lack of fire protection
infrastructure, and impact fees for Tulare County, and describes what the commenter believes are
incorrect assumptions underlying the RDEIR’s analysis of fire hazards.
The County cannot charge new development to fix existing deficiencies (AB 1600) with new
impact fees nor is this an impact under CEQA, as discussed here. New development must pay its
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own way and mitigate based upon the scope of development and not on existing need. There must
be a clear nexus between the deficiency and the funded improvement. The General Plan 2030
Update has a number of policies discussed above to address infrastructure maintenance associated
with new development from build out of the General Plan 2030 Update. .As discussed above in
Response to Comment I11-171, PFS Implementation Measure #3 directs the County to develop
and adopt an impact fee program for new development to provide financing mechanisms to
ensure the provision, operation and ongoing maintenance of appropriate public facilities and
services. Future development would be subject to applicable impact fee programs and
development regulations.

Response to Comment I11-173:
The threshold of significance used for the analysis of fire protection services is provided on page 3.933 of the RDEIR and reads as follows:
“Increase the need or use of existing fire protection or law enforcement facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times.”

Response to Comment I11-174:
The commenter’s references to the General Plan Background Report as context for the
commenter’s view that the Tulare County Fire Department Capital Improvement Plan is both
itself inadequate, and inadequately funded. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I11-175:
The commenter indicates that library funding should be a higher priority than purchasing railroad
lines. The comment expresses the commenter’s view on appropriate policy priorities for the
County and does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response is
required.
The commenter believes that PFS Implementation Measure #2 represents impermissibly deferred
mitigation. PFS Implementation Measure #2 directs the County annually review fees related to
County-owned and operated facilities and County-provided services to ensure funding levels are
both affordable and adequate to sustain these facilities/services long-term, and would implement
Policies PFS-1.5 and PFS-1.6. (2030 Update, Tulare County General Plan, Part I, Goals and
Policies Report, p. 14-15). Please see Master Response #7.
The commenter reiterates the commenter’s belief that PFS Implementation Measure #3 represents
impermissibly deferred mitigation. Please see Response to Comment I11-171.
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. The intent of the various policies described throughout the
General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on the range of future
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development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It
should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general principles to guide
future actions. Please see Master Response #3 for a discussion of enforceability of General Plan
2030 Update policies. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation measures.
The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail
for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also
describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis
provided in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-176:
Several analyses in the RDEIR address public health under the significance criteria adopted for
this EIR. As discussed above under Response to Comment I11-14, the lead agency (Tulare
County) has discretion to set its own significance criteria. The commenter is also referred to
Section 3.8 “Hazardous Materials and Public Safety” of the RDEIR for a discussion of impacts
addressing public health and safety issues. The impacts associated with the provision of fire
protection services are provided on pages 3.9-59 through 3.9-61 of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-177:
Comment noted. The proposed project does not include or approve any specific development
through its adoption. If the General Plan 2030 Update is adopted, future decisions to approve and
develop projects in the County would rely on guidance provided in the General Plan 2030 Update
include the various policies and implementation measures designed to protect the public health,
safety, and welfare of the County’s residents.

Response to Comment I11-178:
The comment regarding the County’s financial condition is noted. This comment does not address
the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I11-179:
The commenter reiterates the commenter’s belief that impacts related to fire hazards remain
significant, and recommends approval the “Healthy Growth Alternative” proposed by the Tulare
County Citizens for Responsible Growth. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment
A8-13 and Master Response #9 for additional information regarding the alternatives analysis for
the RDEIR. The commenter’s support for the “Healthy Growth Alternative” will be shared with
decision makers prior to a decision on the proposed project.

Response to Comment I11-180:
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is a sample form that may be used by Lead Agencies to
help them frame the significance thresholds (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). The sample
checklist questions are not required thresholds and a lead agency is free to word the significance
criteria in the manner that best suits the project. The impact statement was updated to more
efficiently describe the specific impact being addressed by the analysis.
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Response to Comment I11-181:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I11-182:
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur through out the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies
are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or
project-specific mitigation measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 and
#4 regarding the enforceability of the general plan policies and the appropriate level of detail for
the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also describes
the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in
the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-183:
The comment regarding the reliance on impact fees for libraries is noted. As indicated on page
3.9-66 of the RDEIR, the analysis regarding the provision of library services references a variety
of policies and implementation measures (including measures related to the collection of impact
fees). These policies and measures from the RDEIR are summarized below.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resource Management, Land Use and
Planning Framework Elements

Public Facilities and Services Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of community services include the following:
ERM-5.5 Collocated Facilities
LU-6.1 Public Activity Centers
PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns

PFS-1.3 Impact Mitigation
PFS-8.4 Library Facilities and Services
Public Facilities and Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County programs to provide adequate
service levels.
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3

Response to Comment I11-184:
The comment regarding the various services provided by the Tulare County library system is noted.

Response to Comment I11-185:
The comment regarding possible grant funding for library services is noted.

Response to Comment I11-186:
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment I11-187:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I11-188:
Comment noted. The description of the impact to the provision of library services associated with
implementation of the General Plan 2030 Update is provided on pages 3.9-65 through 3.9-67 of
the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-189:
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur through out the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies
are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or
project-specific mitigation measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #3
regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #3 and #4 also
describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis
provided in the RDEIR.
There is not an inconsistency between the value statement of “pay its own way” and Policy PFS-1.3’s
“pay its proportionate share” language, both statements indicate that development will have to pay its
share for required infrastructure. In addition, AB 1600 (Govt. Code §66000 et seq.) requires that,
before a development fee is imposed, a city or county must identify the purpose of the fee and the use
toward which it will be put. The locality must document the relationship between the fee and the
project on which it is being imposed. In addition, in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, the
court held that a direct nexus must be established between the proposed project and the required
exaction. If there is no such nexus, the decision to impose the condition could result in a taking,
therefore, a fair share standard is appropriate (Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825
(1987)). Furthermore, in Dolan v. City of Tigard, the court held that localities must prove that
conditions placed on a discretionary approval must be “roughly proportional” to that development’s
impact, again showing that the fair share standard is appropriate (Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S.
319, 114 S. Ct.2309 (1994)).

Response to Comment I11-190:
Please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and
the appropriate level of detail. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment
A5-2 regarding the Department of Conservation’s support of the County’s strategy to address
agricultural resources (including important farmland issues). Additionally, in consideration of the
concerns raised by this and other commenters regarding agricultural resources, Policy AG-1.6
“Conservation Easements” identified as mitigation in the RDEIR will be modified as follows:


AG-1.6 Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation
Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-136

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

“Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require payment
of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for
conservation conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If
available, Tthe ACEP may shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of
statewide significance (Prime or other Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary
for the preservation of agricultural land, including land that may be part of a community
separator as part of a comprehensive program to establish community separators. The
in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the importance of land
value and shall require equivalent mitigation. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for this policy. This revision does not change the
analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-191:
The commenter is correct. Agricultural Implementation Measure #15 has been identified as a
new (required) measure resulting from the impact analysis for agricultural resources. This
measure along with other policies are identified as mitigating policies and measures for
incorporation into the Final General Plan 2030 Update. If adopted, these would become part of
the General Plan and the County would have a duty to implement them (see Government Code
Section 65400). Please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general
plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for a general plan. The commenter is also
referred to the response for Comment I11-190, Master Response #3, Master Response #4, and
Master Response #7.

Response to Comment I11-192:
Implementation Measures are helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #7 for additional discussion regarding
implementation measures. Also, please see Master Response #3 and Master Response #4
regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and level of detail appropriate for a general
plan EIR. The commenter is referred to Section 3.4 “Energy and Climate Change” of the RDEIR,
regarding the EIR’s analysis of the impact of the project on global climate change.

Response to Comment I11-193:
Comment noted. The various question/comments regarding Policy LU-2.1 will be forwarded to
County decision makers (see Master Response #1). Analysis in the RDEIR assumes that
development would be consistent with the 2030 General Plan Update, including the policies
identified in this comment. However, the commenter’s interpretation of these policies would not
necessarily be correct. To the extent the commenter is concerned about activities which would
require General Plan amendments, that have not been proposed, such as the expansion of various
development areas, response would be speculative.
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Response to Comment I11-194:
The commenter is referred to Section 3.10 “Agricultural Resources” which provides a detailed
analysis of the agricultural farmlands that could be converted within the various growth areas of
the County (specifically Table 3.10-9).

Response to Comment I11-195:
The comment includes the text of Policy AG-1.12 as an introduction to comments that follow.

Response to Comment I11-196:
Ranchette parcels are typically 1.5 to 10 acres, primarily for residential use with small
agricultural activities as a secondary use (General Plan 2030 Update, Part I, Goals and Policies
Report, p. 3-3). The proposed General Plan 2030 Update includes new policy AG-1.12 requiring
the County to discourage the creation of ranchettes in areas designated Valley Agriculture and
Foothill Agriculture. The commenter is also directed to Policy LU-2.4, Policy LU-3.5, and the
Land Use Element (page 4-15) which includes the Valley Agriculture Land Use Designation as a
maximum density of 1 unit per 10 acres. The commenter is referred to Master Response #5 for
additional information regarding the land use buildout assumptions used for the proposed project.
Regarding the comments regarding the need for implementation measures, the commenter is
referred to Master Response #7. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 regarding
the effectiveness of general plan policies.
Regarding the analysis of ranchette development in the RDEIR, the commenter is referred to
Section 3.10 “Agricultural Resources” which provides a detailed analysis of the agricultural
farmlands that could be converted within the various growth areas of the County (specifically
Table 3.10-9). As previously described, ranchette development is discouraged under the General
Plan 2003 Update. Consequently, the analysis of specific ranchette development was not
conducted for the agricultural analysis of the RDEIR. As limited information is currently
available as to the number, location, and extent of any proposed ranchette developments, the
inclusion of this analysis is considered speculative.

Response to Comment I11-197:
The comment includes the text of FGMP-5.1 as an introduction to comments that follow.

Response to Comment I11-198:
The comment reiterates the commenter’s general concerns regarding the enforceability and
effectiveness of 2030 General Plan Update Policies and Implementation Measures in the context
of criticizing Policy FGMP-5.1. Please see Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the
enforceability of general plan policies and the appropriate level of detail. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #7 regarding implementation measures. The commenter is referred
to the response to Comment I11-190 regarding the effectiveness of general plan policies. Please
see Master Response #11 for discussion of Yokohl Ranch.
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Response to Comment I11-199:
Comment noted. The suggestion to involve Sequoia Riverlands Trust as a holding agency for
farmland conservation easements will be forwarded to County decision makers for consideration.

Response to Comment I11-200:
The comment is noted. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A5-2
regarding the Department of Conservation’s support of the County’s strategy to address
agricultural resources (including important farmland issues). The commenter is suggesting that
the County consider a number of the agricultural land conservation tools identified in the
attachment to their comment letter. A summary of these tools is provided below:
Land Use Planning Tools – County/Regional Planning Strategies: including general plan
agricultural element, cluster development, exclusive agricultural zoning, sphere of
influence/annexation policies, and new towns.
The County has incorporated many of these conservation tools. For example, the commenter is
directed to the Agricultural Resources Element of the general plan. Additionally, the following
policies from the General Plan 2030 Update address cluster development agricultural zoning,
annexation policies, and new towns:


LU-3.2 Cluster Development. The County shall encourage proposed residential
development to be clustered onto portions of the site that are more suitable to
accommodating the development, and shall require access either directly onto a public
road or via a privately-maintained road designed to meet County road standards [New
Policy].



LU-3.3 High-Density Residential Locations. The County shall encourage high-density
residential development (greater than 16.1 dwelling units per gross acre) to locate along
collector roadways and transit routes, and near public facilities (e.g., schools, parks),
shopping, recreation, and entertainment [New Policy].



Rural Valley Lands Plan Implementation Measure #2. The County shall maintain
zoning to conform with the RVLP and shall consider initiating re-zoning actions where
necessary to correct inadvertent application of exclusive agricultural zoning to areas that
qualify for nonagricultural zoning under the exception procedure (16 points or less) [New
Program].



Foothill Growth Management Plan Implementation Measure #18. The County shall
identify and maintain extensive and intensive agricultural areas, as identified by the
FGMP through the use of large lot exclusive agricultural zoning to reduce encroachment
of nonagricultural uses [FGMP (1981), Existing Implementation Measure. Pg. 29].



PF-4.6 Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries. When the County is considering
outward expansion of County adopted city UDBs, the following criteria shall be
encouraged:
o

The city has demonstrated a need for additional territory after documenting a good
faith effort to implement programs for infill development and/or increased efficiency
of development and minimize conversion of agricultural lands.
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o

UDBs should not be expanded onto Prime Farmland if Farmland of Statewide
Importance or of lesser quality is available and suitable for expansion.

o

Emphasis shall be placed upon reasonable expectations for the provision of urban
services within the next twenty years as reflected in LAFCo’s Municipal Service
Reviews when determining the location of UDBs [New Policy].



PF-4.7 Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas. The County may oppose any
annexation proposal that creates an island, peninsula corridor, or irregular boundary. The
County will also encourage the inclusion of unincorporated islands or peninsulas adjacent
to proposed annexations [New Policy, consistent with LAFCo policy].



PF-5.1 New Towns (Planned Communities). The haphazard development of
communities should be discouraged. However, should circumstances appear to justify
development of a new or “planned” community with its own mix of residential,
commercial, industrial, public use areas and related facilities, it should be judged on its
individual merits and functions as it would affect the area as a whole and other policies
and proposals of the General Plan [1964 General Plan; Major Issue 1-Retention of
community identity, preservation of the agricultural economic base and control of urban
sprawl; Policy 3] [1964 General Plan; Pg. I-7; 1964].



PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns (Planned Communities). When evaluating proposals
for New Town development, the County shall require all of the following:
1. That a New Town be a planned community as defined by the Tulare County Zoning
Ordinance. The planned community may take the form of a Specific Plan,
Community Plan, or Master Development Plan.
2. That a reimbursement agreement, memorandum of understanding, and investment
agreement for the project be established prior to submittal of a planned community
proposal.
3. That the applicant demonstrate the project will have a fiscally neutral or positive
impact on the County and special districts impacted by the project.
4. That an infrastructure master plan for the installation, operation, management and
funding, and ongoing maintenance and replacement of infrastructure required to
support growth, including but not limited to: State, local, and private transportation;
sewage; water quality and quantity; drainage; parks and open space; and any other
infrastructure or public services, appropriate regulations, programs or public works
projects, be prepared to ensure that each of the development projects “pay their fair
share”. That a water assessment be completed to evaluate the availability and
sufficiency of water to meet anticipated demands. That funding mechanisms are set
up to cover initial capital costs as well as long-term operations and maintenance for
the facilities including but not limited to the ones listed above.
5. That an outreach and community involvement process be conducted as will be
defined in the work program/memorandum of understanding for the project.
6. That the planning program include joint meetings with all stakeholder agencies
involved in infrastructure or services provision for the project by forming an
intergovernmental advisory committee, as well as one-on-one consultations, to help
guide the process, including preparation of the environmental impact report (EIR),
water supply assessment, and infrastructure master plan. Regular participants on this
committee should include but not be limited to any: applicable local planning
committee established by the Board of Supervisors or Planning Commission;
redevelopment project advisory committee; special use district; TCAG; Caltrans
District 6; and school districts. Other participants may, from time to time include:
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Fire Chief; Cal Fire; County Sheriff; water conservation district; Department of
Conservation; Fish & Wildlife; Department of Fish & Game; California State Parks;
phone company; and utility companies.
7. The applicant shall enter into a reimbursement agreement requiring deposits into a
planning trust fund with Tulare County Resource Management Agency. The
reimbursement agreement shall insure that the cost of all or an agreed upon portion of
General Plan amendment, EIR preparation, infrastructure master plan, peer review,
and all other technical studies and reports shall be paid by the developer or otherwise
recovered by the County.
8. The preparation and approval of a Community Plan or Master Plan and a Specific
Plan for the project.
9. That adequate and sustainable water supplies be documented.
10. That the project strives to provide a balance mix of land uses and densities, including
residential, commercial, employment generating, and public facilities.
11. That the project provides a full range of needed infrastructure and public services,
including:
a. Appropriate on-site and off-site circulation and improvements,
b. Adequate community water and sewer facilities, and
c. Fire protection, law enforcement, parks, library, community center, and other
necessary public facilities.
12. Planned communities should not cause any conversion of Prime Farmland if
Farmland of Statewide Importance or of lesser quality is available and suitable for
development.
13. That the planned communities be consistent with the policies of the associated Area
Plan (Part II) [New Policy].
Land Use Planning Tools – Urban Separators: including greenbelts, urban limit lines, and
buffers.
The County has incorporated many of these conservation tools. The commenter is directed to the
following policies from the General Plan 2030 Update that address urban limit lines and
agricultural/open space buffers:


PF-4.11 Transition to Agricultural Use. The County shall encourage cities to adopt
land use policies that minimize potential conflicts with agricultural operations and other
agricultural activities at the urban edge through the provision of appropriate buffers or
other measures [New Policy].



AG-1.11 Agricultural Buffers. The County shall examine the feasibility of employing
agricultural buffers between agricultural and non-agricultural uses, and along the edges of
UDBs and HDBs. Considering factors include the type of operation and chemicals used
for spraying, building orientation, planting of trees for screening, location of existing and
future rights-of-way (roads, railroads, canals, power lines, etc.), and unique site
conditions [New Policy].



ERM-1.8 Open Space Buffers. The County shall require buffer areas between
development projects and significant watercourses, riparian vegetation, wetlands, and
other sensitive habitats and natural communities. These buffers should be sufficient to
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assure the continued existence of the waterways and riparian habitat in their natural state
[New Policy based on EMRE policies].
Fee Simple/easement acquisition: including purchase of agricultural conservation easements,
fee simple acquisition, lease-purchase, transfer of development credits, and Williamson Act
contracts.
The County has incorporated many of these conservation tools that are applicable and can be
implementation by the County. The commenter is directed to the following policies from the
General Plan 2030 Update that address Williamson Act contracts, agricultural preserves, and
agricultural easements.


AG-1.3 Williamson Act. The County should promote the use of the California Land
Conservation Act (Williamson Act) on all agricultural lands throughout the County
located outside established UDBs. However, this policy carries with it a caveat that
support for the Williamson Act as a tax reduction component is premised on continued
funding of the State subvention program that offsets the loss of property taxes [ERME;
Land; Issue 6; Recommendation 6] [ERME; Pg 30- Modified].



AG-1.4 Williamson Act in UDBs and HDBs. The County shall support non-renewal or
cancellation processes that meet State law for lands within UDBs and HDBs [New Policy ]



AG-1.6 Conservation Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program to help protect and preserve agricultural lands, as
defined in this Element. This program may provide for payment of an in-lieu fee
sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed restriction, or
other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for conservation of
important agricultural land to non-agricultural use. The in-lieu fee or other conservation
mechanism shall recognize the importance of land value and shall require an appropriate
equivalent mitigation [New Policy].



AG-1.9 Agricultural Preserves Outside Urban Boundaries. The County shall grant
approval of individual applications for agricultural preserves located outside a UDB
provided that the property involved meets the requirements of the Williamson Act and
the regulations of Tulare County [Urban Boundaries Element; Policies Regarding
Agricultural Preserves; Goal 2; Policy 2.1][Urban Boundaries Element Amendment (8801); 1988, (Modified)].

CEQA Tools: including land evaluation and site assessment model, Federal Farmland Protection
Policy Act for California, and mitigation banking for agricultural land loss.
Many of these identified tools include compliance with an existing state or federal regulation.
The County supports and conforms with these regulations to the extent feasible including
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and support for the Federal Farmland
Protection Policy Act for California. Additionally, as appropriate the County has used and will
continue to implement the land evaluation and site assessment model (LESA) to evaluate projectspecific impacts to important agricultural lands.
Agricultural Enhancement Tools: including right to farm ordinances, federal and state tax
incentives, federal estate/inheritance tax reform, agricultural enterprise zones, and agricultural
enhancement boards, and Agricultural Land Redevelopment Act.
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The County has incorporated many of these conservation tools that are applicable and can be
implemented by the County. The commenter is directed to the following policies from the
General Plan 2030 Update that address right to farm ordinances and agricultural enterprise zones:


AG-1.14 Right-to-Farm Noticing. The County shall condition discretionary permits for
special uses and residential development within or adjacent to agricultural areas upon the
recording of a Right-to-Farm Notice (Ordinance Code of Tulare County, Part VII,
Chapter 29, Section 07-29-1000 and following) which is an acknowledgment that
residents in the area should be prepared to accept the inconveniences and discomfort
associated with normal farming activities and that an established agricultural operation
shall not be considered a nuisance due to changes in the surrounding area [New Policy].



C-1.5 Agricultural Enterprises. The County shall support the development of
agricultural enterprise zones along rural arterials in the County to encourage
agriculturally related industries to cluster near transportation and shipping routes [New
Policy].



Economic Development Implementation Measure #5. The County shall work with the
Tulare County EDC and agricultural interests to create agricultural enterprise zones with
incentives to encourage agricultural support industry [New Program].

Response to Comment I11-201:
The comment is noted. The commenter is referred to page 5-4 through 5-13 which identifies the
cumulative impacts of air quality, including those for the larger San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.

Response to Comment I11-202:
See the response for Comment I11-201.

Response to Comment I11-203:
The restatement of Policy AQ-1.5 is noted.

Response to Comment I11-204:
Policy AQ-1.5 is not included as part of the existing General Plan and is therefore referenced as a
new policy in the General Plan 2030 Update. The various question/comments regarding Policy
AQ-1.5 will be forwarded to County decision makers (see Master Response #1). The commenter
is referred to Master Response #3 and #7 regarding implementation measures. The commenter is
referred to the response to Comment I11-190 regarding the effectiveness of general plan policies.
The commenter asks about the difference between feasible and consistent and reasonable
mitigation. ‘Feasible’ mitigation means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and
technological factors (Pub. Res. Code Section 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15364).
The suggested mitigation measure is considered infeasible. While the commenter cites
unspecified “emission reduction programs above and beyond Rule 9510…” the commenter
provides no information on how the General Plan could be modified at a programmatic policy
level to incorporate these unspecified measures. The referenced programs appear to be for
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specific development proposals. While such mitigation measures may be appropriate for specific
projects they are inappropriate for a General Plan (see FEIR Master Response #3 and #4, Chapter
4 of this FEIR). This, however, does not preclude these types of project specific mitigation
measures for specific development proposals.
Incorporation of these types of project specific measures is also considered infeasible for policy
reasons because it would provide insufficient flexibility for the County. If will not always be
possible to ensure air quality impacts are reduced to zero, as suggested in the comment. For
example, it may not always be economically feasible to require affordable housing to fully offset
their air quality impacts. Similarly, it may not be possible to require 100% offset air quality
impacts for new commercial development, which will depend upon the specific nature of the
project and parcel. The suggested revision would provide insufficient flexibility to account for the
needs of specific projects at the time they are proposed. Furthermore, the suggestion would not
fully satisfy the objectives associated with a proposed project (i.e., would preclude development
as discussed above, and would not “promote reinvestment”) and is “undesirable from a policy
standpoint”. (California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177Cal.App.4th 957).
The Tulare County 2030 Update includes an Air Quality Element, with a number of policies
designed to provide emission reducing benefits. Some examples include the following:


AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles. The County shall
encourage County departments and agencies to replace existing vehicles with low
emission/alternative fuel vehicles as appropriate [New Policy].



AQ-2.5 Ridesharing. The County shall continue to encourage ridesharing programs such
as employer-based rideshare programs [New Policy].



AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment. The County shall identify opportunities for infill
development projects near employment areas within all unincorporated communities and
hamlets to reduce vehicle trips [New Policy].



AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices. The County shall require the use of natural gas where
service is available or the installation of low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace inserts in
all open hearth fireplaces in new homes as required under the SJVAPCD Rule 4901–
Woodburning Fireplaces and Woodburning Heaters. The County shall promote the use of
natural gas over wood products in space heating devices and fireplaces in all existing and
new homes [New Policy].

Additionally, the County has developed a climate action plan (please see Master Response #10).
The climate action plan is available at
http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/documents/GeneralPlan2010/ClimateActionPlan.pdf .
The commenter suggests that the RDEIR evaluate requiring all new development participate in an
Emission Reduction Program that goes beyond SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510. The commenter states
that the County should impose mitigation measures that would reduce emissions to zero. CEQA
does not require that emissions be reduced to zero, only that impacts be determined in relation to
thresholds of significance. The suggested mitigation measure is considered infeasible.
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Response to Comment I11-205:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I11-206:
The various question/comments regarding policies AQ-2.2, AQ-4.2, AQ-4.3, and AQ-4.4 will be
forwarded to County decision makers (see Master Response #1). The commenter is referred to
Master Response #7 regarding implementation measures and Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and the appropriate level of detail for the
program-level RDEIR. While the SJVAPCD is directly responsible for implementing the
referenced air quality measures, the County believes these air quality measures are important
methods to address air quality issues worthy of documentation in the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I11-207:
The various question/comments regarding the various policies identified will be forwarded to
County decision makers (see Master Response #1). The EIR does not take quantitative emission
reduction credit for the measures that use of the term “encourage.” The commenter is referred to
Master Response #3 and #7 regarding implementation and enforceability of the General Plan. The
commenter is referred to the response to Comment I11-190 regarding the effectiveness of general
plan policies.

Response to Comment I11-208:
The commenter is referred to Water Resources Implementation Measures #21 which reads as
follows:


Implementation Measures #21. The County shall maintain and implement its water
efficient landscape ordinance consistent with the Department of Water Resources Model
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance [New Program].

Please see Response to Comment I11-86 regarding the AB 1881. Please also see Master Response #3
and #7 for discussion of General Plan Implementation.

Response to Comment I11-209:
The various question/comments regarding Policy AQ-3.5 will be forwarded to County decision
makers (see Master Response #1). The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #7
regarding implementation, the enforceability of general plan policies, and the appropriate level of
detail for the program-level RDEIR. See Response to I11-207.

Response to Comment I11-210:
The various question/comments regarding Air Quality Implementation Measure #12 will be
forwarded to County decision makers (see Master Response #1). The commenter is referred to
Master Response #3, #4 and #7 regarding implementation, the enforceability of general plan
policies, and the appropriate level of detail for the program-level RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I11-211:
As described on page 3.3-18 of the RDEIR, information regarding specific development projects,
soil conditions, and the location of sensitive receptors in relation to the various projects would be
needed in order to quantify the level of impact associated with construction activity. As the
General Plan 2030 Update is not proposing any direct development or specific project at this
time, the request to quantify all possible construction emissions associated with implementation
of the proposed project is considered infeasible. The commenter is referred to Master Response
#4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of
the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-212:
Consistent with the programmatic nature of the RDEIR, the operational emissions include both mobile
and area source emissions. While area sources encompass a variety of land uses including industrial,
commercial, and residential uses, specific or individual project sources were not modeled at the
program level. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-211 regarding
the ability to estimate construction-related emissions as this time.

Response to Comment I11-213:
Thank you for the reference to the article on ROG and Livestock Feed. The commenter is referred to
the description for Impact 3.3-2: “The proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of criteria air pollutants that result in a violation of an air quality standard” (provided on
pages 3.3-20 through 3.3-23 of the RDEIR), which includes a description of a variety of operational
emission sources including dairies. Please also see Response to Comment I11-73 for discussion of
dairies.

Response to Comment I11-214:
As shown on page 3.3-22 of the RDEIR, the analysis includes a comprehensive list of feasible
mitigating policies and implementation measures. A summary from the RDEIR is provided below.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality Element

Policies designed to improve air quality through a regional approach and interagency cooperation include the following:
AQ-1.1 Cooperation with Other Agencies
AQ-1.2 Cooperation with Local Jurisdictions
AQ-1.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
AQ-1.4 Air Quality Land Use Compatibility
AQ-1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles
AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation
include the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
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AQ Implementation Measure #8

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12

Policies designed to implement the best available controls and monitoring to regulate air emissions include the following:
AQ-4.1 Air Pollution Control Technology
AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures
AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions
AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices
Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy

Response to Comment I11-215:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comments I11-204 and I11-205.

Response to Comment I11-216:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comments I11-204 and I11-205

Response to Comment I11-217:
As noted in the comment RDEIR, Impact 3.3-3 was correctly identified as significant and
unavoidable. The summary table at the beginning of the chapter (Table 3.3-4 on page 3.3-18) has
been revised to be consistent with this conclusion.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text. This revision does not change the analysis or
conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-218:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 which describes the County’s Climate Action
Plan. The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-204.
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Furthermore, please see Comments from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(Comment A16-1), which state that the General Plan, as currently proposed, is in compliance
with AB 170.

Response to Comment I11-219:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-218. The comment suggests
that the County “keep the VMT to an annual rate less than the population growth rate.” The comment
however, does not provide a methodology for how such a requirement could be implemented. The
County does not have direct control over VMT. While the County has proposed a number of policies
to reduce trip generation, trip generation is ultimately controlled by the will of individual driver, and
therefore the County could not “restrict” VMT. The suggest requirement is therefore considered to be
legally infeasible. The average commuter in Tulare County has a commute time of less than 20
minutes, one of the lowest in the State. Approximately 50% of the commuters in the County have
a commute of less than 15 minutes.

Response to Comment I11-220:
The various question/comments regarding Energy Resources Goal ERM-4 will be forwarded to
County decision makers (see Master Response #1). The commenter is referred to the response to
Master Response #3, #4, and #7, regarding the implementation, the enforceability of general plan
policies, and the appropriate level of detail for the program-level RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-221:
The various question/comments regarding Land Use Implementation Measure #3 will be
forwarded to County decision makers (see Master Response #1). The commenter is referred to
Master Response #7 regarding implementation measures, and Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the enforceability of general plan policies, and the appropriate level of detail for the
program-level RDEIR. As noted in these Master Responses individual policies should not be
reviewed in a vacuum. For example PFS Implementation #4 includes density bonuses and
financial assistance to promote infill development.

Response to Comment I11-222:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I11-223:
The commenter asks why the County would choose to use LOS D as an acceptable level of service on
County roads. The County has discretion to choose its own vehicular LOS and transportation
related policies in the General Plan (Policies TC-1.1 through TC-1.19) (see Sierra Club v. City of
Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 543-545.2 Policy TC-1.16 identifies the County’s position
regarding roadway level of service. Many of the roadways experiencing lower levels of service are
2 See also CEQA Guidelines Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (December 2009) page 76 and 93: “the

lead agency has discretion to choose its own metric of analysis of impacts to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways…” Available at: http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf
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roadways that accommodate regional traffic flows associated with areas outside of the control of the
County. Although many roadway segments currently function at higher levels of service, growth
within incorporated cities will contribute to deterioration in roadway level of service (RDEIR, Impact
3.2.1, pp. 3.2-26 – 3.2-32). The County will also continue to coordinate with Caltrans as
appropriate for all projects that affect a State roadway or highway, and will continue to consider
Caltrans LOS standards for all state facilities (please see Master Response #3 regarding enforceable
policy language as well as Response to Comment A7-5).
Furthermore, as discussed in the CEQA Guidelines 2009 Statement of Reasons, “an increase in traffic,
by itself, is not necessarily an indicator of a potentially significant environmental impact…even if
some projects may result in a deterioration of vehicular level of service – that is, delay experienced by
drivers – the overall effectiveness of the circulation system as a whole may be improved… Such
projects could include restriping to provide bicycle lanes or creating dedicated bus lanes” (Statement
of Reasons pages 75-76).

Response to Comment I11-224:
The commenter agrees that Impact 3.2-1 would be significant and unavoidable, but believes that
various policies should be revised to further reduce impacts. The commenter makes general
recommendations to re-word various policies to further reduce impacts; and recommends
inclusion of additional (unspecified) implementation measures, and recommends allocating funds
from a General Plan 2030 Update impact fee program to public transportation.
The commenter’s recommendations will be forwarded to County decision makers prior to their
decision on the proposed project (see Master Response #1). Regarding the commenter’s
suggestion to revise policy language, please see Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding
enforceable policy language and level of detail and programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please
see Master Response #7 regarding implementation measures. The commenter is also referred to
the response prepared for Comment A7-12 and A7-13 regarding impact fees. The commenter is
also referred to the response prepared for Comment A7-21 regarding transit impacts. Please note
that, as discussed in the RDEIR, Impact 3.2-1 would remain significant and unavoidable because
projected increases in traffic would be due mostly to growth within the cities that is not directly
controlled by the plan; furthermore physical improvements to reduce this impact require
cooperation and funding from a variety of other entities, such that the implementation of the
improvements cannot be guaranteed.

Response to Comment I11-225:
The comment restates Policy TC-1.18.
Policy TC-1.8 directs the county to consider transportation programs that improve the operation
efficiency of goods movement, particularly farm to market programs. The full text of this policy is
found in Part I of the Revised Draft 2030 Update of the Tulare County General Plan and is included
below:
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TC-1.8 Promoting Operational Efficiency. The County shall give consideration to
transportation programs that improve the operational efficiency of goods movement,
especially those that enhance farm-to-market connectivity [Transportation Circulation,
General Plan, 1964].

Response to Comment I11-226:
The commenter asks about future, specific decisions regarding funding allocations for alternatives
to automobiles, and how the County will respond to the California Attorney General’s
recommendation that the Plan preferentially fund public transit options. The commenter also
reiterates a concern that 2030 General Plan Update Policies and Implementation Measures lack
performance standards and the County’s commitment. The commenter also believes the RDEIR
lacks substantial evidence that the measures listed Table 3.4-5 actually addresses the Attorney
General’s recommendations.
The commenter’s concerns regarding Policy TC-1.19 will be forwarded to County decision
makers (see Master Response #1). The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I11190 regarding the effectiveness of general plan policies. The average commuter in Tulare County
has a commute time of less than 20 minutes, one of the lowest in the State. Approximately 50%
of the commuters in the County have a commute of less than 15 minutes. Please see Response to
Comment I11-68 regarding policies and implementation measures as mitigation, and Master
Responses #3 and #4 regarding enforceable policy language and appropriate level of detail in this
RDEIR. Table 3.4-5 in the RDEIR shows which General Plan 2030 Update Policies and
Implementation Measures correspond to measures recommended by the Attorney General to
address global warming in General Plans; the Policies and Implementation Measures are also
discussed in various analyses throughout the document. The RDEIR analyzes Impact 3.4-3 at
pages 3.4-31through 3.4-39. This analysis, and the analyses throughout the RDEIR provide
decision makers with sufficient information to make a decision which intelligently takes account
of the environmental consequences, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15151.

Response to Comment I11-227:
The commenter’s reference to various websites dedicated to global warming issues is noted.

Response to Comment I11-228:
The RDEIR has included all feasible measures which could minimize the significant adverse
impacts of the proposed project on global climate change as required by CEQA (Pub. Res. Code
§21002.1(b); (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4). The commenter is referred to the response prepared
for Comment A8-11 for a description of the key policies and implementation measures that
address climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan, including the basis for setting
the CAP reduction target.
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Response to Comment I11-229:
Commenter proposes several measures for the reduction of greenhouse gases and suggests that
the County incorporate. In preparing both the General Plan 2030 Update and the Climate Action
Plan, the County reviewed and consulted a number of resources that have been developed to help
jurisdictions address climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth issues, including guidance
provided by the California Air Pollution Control Officers’ Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in
General Plans (June 2009). The County has also incorporated many of the suggested measures as
policies and implementation measures in the General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is directed to
Master Response #10 and to pages 3.4-33 through 3.4-38 of the RDEIR, which provides a summary
of key General Plan 2030 Update policies that would implement or support the measures
recommended by the Attorney General for addressing global warming in general plans. The summary
table of policies provided on these pages is presented below.
TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Conservation Element
Climate Action Plan or Policy: Include a comprehensive
climate change action plan that includes: a baseline inventory
of greenhouse gas emissions from all sources; greenhouse
gas emissions reduction targets and deadlines; and
enforceable greenhouse gas emissions reduction measures.
(Note: If the Climate Action Plan complies with the
requirements of Section 15064(h) (3) of the CEQA Guidelines,
it may allow for the streamlining of individual projects that
comply with the plan’s requirements.)

AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Require that all new government buildings, and all major
renovations and additions, meet identified green building
standards.

AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12

Adopt a “Green Building Program” to require or encourage
green building practices and materials. The program could be
implemented through, e.g., a set of green building ordinances.

LU-7.15 Energy Conservation
LU Implementation Measure #24
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12

Require orientation of buildings to maximize passive solar
heating during cool seasons, avoid solar heat gain during hot
periods, enhance natural ventilation, and promote effective
use of daylight. Building orientation, wiring, and plumbing
should optimize and facilitate opportunities for on-site solar
generation and heating.

LU-7.15 Energy Conservation
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12

Provide permitting-related and other incentives for energy
efficient building projects, e.g., by giving green projects
priority in plan review, processing and field inspection
services.

ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
AQ Implementation Measure #3

Partner with community services agencies to fund energy
efficiency projects, including heating, ventilation, air
conditioning, lighting, water heating equipment, insulation and
weatherization, for low income residents.

ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs

Require environmentally responsible government purchasing.
Require or give preference to products that reduce or eliminate
indirect greenhouse gas emissions, e.g., by giving preference
to recycled products over those made from virgin materials.

ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel
Vehicles
PFS-5.4 County Usage of Recycled Materials and Products

Adopt a “heat island” mitigation plan that requires cool roofs,

ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

cool pavements, and strategically placed shade trees. (Darker
colored roofs, pavement, and lack of trees may cause
temperatures in urban environments to increase by as much
as 6-8 degrees Fahrenheit as compared to surrounding
areas.) Adopt a program of building permit enforcement for reroofing to ensure compliance with existing state building
requirements for cool roofs on non-residential buildings.

for Energy Conservation

Adopt a comprehensive water conservation strategy. The
strategy may include, but not be limited to, imposing
restrictions on the time of watering, requiring water-efficient
irrigation equipment, and requiring new construction to offset
demand so that there is no net increase in water use. Include
enforcement strategies, such as citations for wasting water.

WR-1.6 Expand Use of Reclaimed Water
WR-3.7 Emergency Water Conservation Plan
WR Implementation Measure #10
WR Implementation Measure #22

Adopt water-efficient landscape ordinances.

WR Implementation Measure #21

Require water efficiency training and certification for irrigation
designers and installers, and property managers.

WR-3.8 Educational Programs
WR Implementation Measure #23

Implement or expand city or county-wide recycling and
composting programs for residents and businesses.

PFS-5.3 Solid Waste Reduction
PFS Implementation Measure #10

Require commercial and industrial recycling.

PFS-5.3 Solid Waste Reduction

Extend the types of recycling services offered (e.g., to include
food and green waste recycling).

PFS-5.3 Solid Waste Reduction

Preserve existing conservation areas (e.g., forested areas,
agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands,
watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas) that provide
carbon sequestration benefits.

AG-1.7 Preservation of Agricultural Lands
AG Implementation Measure #8
AG Implementation Measure #9
ERM-1.12 Management of Oak Woodland Communities
ERM-1.14 Mitigation and Conservation Banking
Program
ERM Implementation Measure #15
FGMP-3.1 Innovative Residential Design

Establish a mitigation program for development of
conservation areas. Impose mitigation fees on development of
such lands and use funds generated to protect existing, or
create replacement, conservation areas.

ERM Implementation Measure #54

Land Use Element
Adopt land use designations to carry out policies designed to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, e.g., policies to minimize
or reduce vehicle miles traveled, expand development near
existing public transportation corridors, encourage alternative
modes of transportation, and increase infill, mixed use, and
higher density development.
Identify and facilitate the development of land uses not
already present in local districts – such as supermarkets,
parks and recreation fields, and schools in neighborhoods; or
residential uses in business districts – to reduce vehicle miles
traveled and allow bicycling and walking to these destinations.

Create neighborhood commercial districts.
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LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
LU-2.1 Agricultural Lands
LU-3.1 Residential Developments
LU Implementation Measure #3
LU Implementation Measure #7
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LU Implementation Measure #3
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Require bike lanes and bicycle/pedestrian paths.

HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities

Site schools to increase the potential for students to walk and
bike to school.

LU-6.3 Schools in Neighborhoods
PFS-8.3 Location of School Sites

Enact policies to limit or discourage low density development
that segregates employment, services, and residential areas.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses

Where there are growth boundaries, adopt policies providing
certainty for infill development.

AG-1.7 Preservation of Agricultural Lands
LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
AQ Implementation Measure #11

Require best management practices in agriculture and animal
operations to reduce emissions, conserve energy and water,
and utilize alternative energy sources, including biogas, wind
and solar.

AG-2.6 Biotechnology and Biofuels
AG-2.11 Energy Production
WR-3.6 Water Use Efficiency
WR Implementation Measure #23
PFS-5.9 Agricultural Waste

Circulation Element
In conjunction with measures that encourage public transit,
ride sharing, bicycling and walking, implement circulation
improvements that reduce vehicle idling. For example,
coordinate controlled intersections so that traffic passes more
efficiently through congested areas.

AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
TC Implementation Measure #6

Create an interconnected transportation system that allows a
shift in travel from private passenger vehicles to alternative
modes, including public transit, ride sharing, car sharing,
bicycling and walking. Before funding transportation
improvements that increase vehicle miles traveled, consider
alternatives such as increasing public transit or improving
bicycle or pedestrian travel routes.

LU-7.3 Friendly Streets
LU Implementation Measure #3
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ Implementation Measure #8
HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities
TC-1.6 Intermodal Connectivity
TC-1.18 Balanced System
TC-2.4 High Speed Rail (HSR)
TC-3.7 Multi-modal Development
TC-4.2 Determine Transit Needs
TC-4.3 Support Tulare County Area Transit
TC Implementation Measure #8
TC Implementation Measure #16
TC Implementation Measure #19
TC Implementation Measure #20
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation

Give funding preference to investment in public transit over
investment in infrastructure for private automobile traffic.

AQ Implementation Measure #8
TC-1.19 Balanced Funding
TC Implementation Measure #8
TC Implementation Measure #18

Include safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian access in
all transportation improvement projects.

LU-7.3 Friendly Streets
AQ-3.3 Street Design
HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities
TC-5.2 Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning and
Development
TC Implementation Measure #21
TC Implementation Measure #22
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Ensure that non-motorized transportation systems are
complete, connected and not interrupted by impassable
barriers, such as freeways.

AQ-3.3 Street Design
TC-4.2 Determine Transit Needs
TC-4.3 Support Tulare County Area Transit
TC-5.1 Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System
TC-5.2 Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning and
Development
TC Implementation Measure #21
TC Implementation Measure #22
TC Implementation Measure #24
TC Implementation Measure #25
TC Implementation Measure #26
TC Implementation Measure #27
TC Implementation Measure #28

Require amenities for non-motorized transportation, such as
secure and convenient bicycle parking.

TC-5.1 Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System
TC-5.2 Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning and
Development
TC-5.3 Provisions for Bicycle Use
TC-5.4 Design Standards for Bicycle Routes
TC-5.6 Regional Bicycle Plan
TC-5.7 Designated Bike Paths
TC-5.9 Existing Facilities
TC Implementation Measure #21
TC Implementation Measure #22
TC Implementation Measure #24
TC Implementation Measure #25
TC Implementation Measure #26
TC Implementation Measure #27
TC Implementation Measure #28

Provide adequate and affordable public transportation choices
including expanded bus routes and service and other transit
choices such as shuttles, light rail, and rail where feasible.

AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ Implementation Measure #8
TC-1.18 Balanced System
TC-2.6 Rail Abandonment
TC-4.1 Transportation Programs
TC-4.2 Determine Transit Needs
TC-4.3 Support Tulare County Area Transit
TC Implementation Measure #19
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation

Adopt a comprehensive parking policy that discourages private
vehicle use and encourages the use of alternative transportation.
For example, reduce parking for private vehicles while increasing
options for alternative transportation; eliminate minimum parking
requirements for new buildings; “unbundle” parking (require that
parking is paid for separately and is not included in rent for
residential or commercial space); and set appropriate pricing for
parking.

AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #9

Housing Element
Improve the jobs-housing balance and promote a range of
affordable housing choices near jobs, services and transit.
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Concentrate mixed use, and medium to higher density
residential development in areas near jobs, transit routes,
schools, shopping areas and recreation.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation
FGMP-8.17 Reduce Vehicle Emissions
FGMP Implementation Measure #1

Increase density in single family residential areas located near
transit routes or commercial areas. For example, promote
duplexes in residential areas and increased height limits of
multi-unit buildings on main arterial streets, under specified
conditions.

AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development

Encourage transit-oriented developments.

TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development

Impose minimum residential densities in areas designated for
transit-oriented, mixed use development to ensure higher
density in these areas.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
TC-4.4 Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7 Transit Ready Development

Designate mixed use areas where housing is one of the
required uses.

PF Implementation Measure #21
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review

In areas designated for mixed use, adopt incentives for the
concurrent development of different land uses (e.g., retail with
residential).

PF Implementation Measure #21

Promote infill, mixed use, and higher density development by,
for example, reducing developer fees; providing fast-track
permit processing; reducing processing fees; funding
infrastructure loans; and giving preference for infrastructure
improvements in these areas.

LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ Implementation Measure #11

Open Space Element
Preserve forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat
and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, groundwater recharge
areas and other open space that provide carbon
sequestration benefits.

FGMP-8.9 Removal of Natural Vegetation

Establish a mitigation program for development of those types
of open space that provide carbon sequestration benefits.
Require like-kind replacement for, or impose mitigation fees
on development of such lands. Use funds generated to
protect existing, or create replacement, open space.

AQ-3.4 Landscape

Allow alternative energy projects in areas zoned for open
space where consistent with other uses and values.

AG-2.11 Energy Production

Protect existing trees and encourage the planting of new trees.
Adopt a tree protection and replacement ordinance, e.g., requiring
that trees larger than a specified diameter that are removed to
accommodate development must be replaced at a set ratio.

FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal

Connect parks and publicly accessible open space through
shared pedestrian/bike paths and trails to encourage walking
and bicycling.

HS-9.1 Healthy Communities
HS-9.2 Walkable Communities
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TABLE 3.4-5
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL – ADDRESSING GLOBAL WARMING IN GENERAL PLANS
Office of the Attorney General
(Recommended Measures)

General Plan Update Policies
and Implementation Measures

Safety Element
Address expected effects of climate change that may impact
public safety, including increased risk of wildfires, flooding and
sea level rise, salt water intrusion; and health effects of
increased heat and ozone, through appropriate policies and
programs.

HS-5.2 Development in Floodplain Zones
HS-5.4 Multi-Purpose Flood Control Measures
HS-5.5 Development in Dam and Seiche Inundation
Zones
HS-6.2 Development in Fire Hazard Zones
HS-6.4 Encourage Cluster Development
HS-6.6 Wildland Fire Management Plans
HS-6.7 Water Supply System
HS-6.9 Fuel Modification Programs
HS-6.10 Fuel Breaks
HS-6.11 Fire Buffers
HS-6.15 Coordination of Fuel Hazards on Public Lands
HS Implementation Measure #11
HS Implementation Measure #14
HS Implementation Measure #15
FGMP-8.3 Development in the Floodplain
FGMP-8.15 Development in Chaparral

Response to Comment I11-230:
The RDEIR has included all feasible measures which could minimize the significant adverse
impacts of the proposed project on global climate change as required by CEQA (Public
Resources. Code §21002.1(b); (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4). The commenter is referred to the
response prepared for Comment A8-11 for a description of the key policies and implementation
measures that address climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth. The commenter is
also referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan, including the
basis for setting the CAP reduction target.

Response to Comment I11-231:
The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I11-190 and Master Response #3
regarding the effectiveness of general plan policies. Policy AQ-1.7 along with all
policies/implementation measures contained in the General Plan 2030 Update will be used to
evaluate all projects associated with growth outlined in the plan. As identified in the response to
Comment A8-11, the County is not waiting for guidance from the State to implement a climate
action strategy. The General Plan 2030 Update has been developed and incorporates a variety of
emission reducing and energy conservation measures to address climate change issues. The
County has also developed a Climate Action Plan concurrent with the proposed project (see
Master Response #10).

Response to Comment I11-232:
The RDEIR discusses the ways in which the County will address Global Climate Change in
RDEIR section 3.4. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-11. The
commenter is also referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan.
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The Draft Climate Action Plan is available at:
http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/documents/GeneralPlan2010/ClimateActionPlan.pdf

Response to Comment I11-233:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10.

Response to Comment I11-234:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I11-235:
Please see Response to Comment I11-73 for discussion of dairies. The RDEIR and the Climate
Action Plan provide the reasoning for preparing separate studies and policies for dairies and
feedlots. The County is preparing an update to the Animal Confinement Facilities Plan (ACFP)
that will provide an examination of all potential impacts in a comprehensive manner. The
outcome of the update process will impact the way Tulare County addresses dairies and feedlots
for greenhouse gas impacts. Moving ahead with actions on greenhouse gas emissions from dairies
independently of the other issues related to dairies and feedlots would be inappropriate because of
the interrelationship of the issues to be addressed.

Response to Comment I11-236:
Comment noted. Please see Master Response #10 regarding the performance standards in the CAP.

Response to Comment I11-237:
Comment noted. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration; no
further response required.

Response to Comment I11-238:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10.

Response to Comment I11-239:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10.

Response to Comment I11-240:
The commenter is referred to the Master Response #10.

Response to Comment I11-241:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10.
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Response to Comment I11-242:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10.

Response to Comment I11-243:
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur through out the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies
are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or
project-specific mitigation measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 and
#4 regarding the enforceability of policy language and the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also describes the
appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the
RDEIR. The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment A2-1.
The RDEIR explains how General Plan policies and implementation measures would ensure
Impact 3.4-1 would remain less than significant (RDEIR pages 3.4-26 – 3.4-27). The RDEIR
states that a number of policies were designed to “minimize impacts to pedestrian and bicycle
facilities and opportunities” (RDEIR p. 3.4-29). This simply means that policies have been
designed to encourage the increase use and ease of use of pedestrian and bicycle facilities and to
minimize the impact that future development could have on the use of these facilities.

Response to Comment I11-244:
Please see Master Response #7 regarding the use of implementation measures in the General
Plan. Please see Master Response #3 and Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail
appropriate for general plan policies.

Response to Comment I11-245:
The RDEIR concludes impact 3.4-2 would be less than significant because several General Plan
policies and required additional measures, policies ERM-4.7 and ERM-4.8, would improve
energy efficiency and minimize the wasteful use of energy. The commenter is referred to Master
Responses #3 and #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for general plan policies.

Response to Comment I11-246:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment I11-39 for discussion of Carole Clum’s 2008
DEIR comments. Please also see Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I11-247:
Comment noted. Please see Master Response #2.
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Response to Comment I11-248:
The commenter’s opinion regarding future development in the County is noted. The comment
does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I11-249:
Please see Master Response #3 and #7 regarding the implementation of the General Plan. As
discussed therein, implementation of the General Plan will take time. It is not possible to provide
every potential implementing ordinance at this time, however Government Code requires
implementation of the Plan and review of projects for consistency with the Plan (see Government
Code 65359, 65400, 65455, 65860).
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur through out the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies
are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or
project-specific mitigation measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 and
#4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also describes the
appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the
RDEIR.

Response to Comment I11-250:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project is noted. Please see Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I11-251:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10. Furthermore, as noted in the Climate Action
Plan, it is “an implementation measure to the Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update.”
Whether or not the CAP is included in the General Plan itself does not change the effectiveness of
the requirements and analysis.
Response to Comment I11-252:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10. The Climate Action Plan is an
implementation measure resulting from the General Plan 2030 Update and was included in the
project description and analysis in the RDEIR (see RDEIR page ES-7), and would not require its
own environmental impact report or public comment period.

Response to Comment I11-253:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-73 and I11-235. As noted
above, CEQA impacts are made in comparison to existing conditions. Existing environmental
problems, while important, are beyond the scope of the RDEIR to fix. Please also see Master
Response #3 for discussion of implementation and enforceability of the General Plan.
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Response to Comment I11-254:
Please see Master Responses #3 and #4.

Response to Comment I11-255:
Comment noted. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.
No further response required.

Response to Comment I11-256:
The comment’s statement regarding the location of future County development is noted. As
discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General
Plan focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and policies
used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 regarding “New Towns.”

Response to Comment I11-257:
Comment noted. Please see Master Response #6 and Response to Comments I11-41 and I11-82 for
discussion of water supply and conservation measures. Please see Master Response #11 for discussion
of Yokohl Ranch.

Response to Comment I11-258:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response is
required. Comments will be forwarded to the County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I11-259:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response is
required. Comments will be forwarded to the County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I11-260:
The Healthy Growth Alternative need not be analyzed in the EIR because it is a variation on
RDEIR Alternative 5 and does not offer significant environmental advantages in comparison with
the alternatives presented in the EIR (Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of
Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022 [an EIR need not analyze multiple variations on the
alternatives selected for analysis]; Save San Francisco Bay Ass’n v. San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (1992) 10 Cal. App. 4th 908; Sequoyah Hills
Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal. App. 4th 704 [an EIR does not need to
analyze alternatives that do not offer significant advantages over the alternatives presented in the
EIR, or that constitute an alternative version of an alternative presented in the EIR]). The
commenter is directed to Master Response #9 further discussion of this issue.
The County did consider the “The Healthy Growth Alternative” provided by the Tulare County
Citizens for Responsible Growth, which is a variation on RDEIR Alternative 5, in that it
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represents restrictive population assumptions for the County’s planning areas. A “Healthy
Communities” policy section was also included as part of the updated Health and Safety Element
that considered many of the policy objectives suggested by the Tulare County Citizens for
Responsible Growth.

Response to Comment I11-261:
Comment noted. Comments will be forwarded to the County decision makers for their
consideration. In addition, please see Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability
and level of detail required for general plan policies. Also, see Master Response #7 regarding
implementation measures.

Response to Comment I11-262:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3. The comment regarding the financial
condition of the County is noted. The commenter’s opinion regarding the ability of the County to
enforce its policies is noted. As discussed in the Watsonville case “The final contention made by
Pilots and Sierra Club is that the FEIR is deficient because it failed to discuss PVWMA’s
potential inability to provide funding for its collaborative projects with the City. The speculative
possibility that PVWMA might encounter future difficulties in financing various water supply
projects was not necessary to the validity of any of the FEIR’s conclusions” (Watsonville Pilots
Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059).

Response to Comment I11-263:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update is noted. Please see Response
to Comment I11-256 for discussion of growth under the proposed General Plan. Please also see
Response to Comment A8-7 regarding “New Towns.” Please also see Master Response #3 for
discussion of implementation and ordinances for the proposed General Plan.

Response to Comment I11-264:
The commenter’s suggestion to limit growth in the County are noted. Forcing growth to occur in
other areas outside the jurisdiction of the County does not ensure that air quality or greenhouse
gas emissions are reduced. A proactive approach designed to address future County growth with
land use/circulation emission reducing measures similar to those provided in the General Plan
2030 Update and the Climate Action Plan is considered a more effective approach as opposed to
ignoring the issue and letting other jurisdictions mitigate the impact of additional greenhouse gas
emissions.

Response to Comment I11-265:
The commenter’s statement regarding the growth projections used in the General Plan 2030
Update are noted. Please see Response to Comment A8-10 and Master Response #5 for
discussion of growth projections and buildout assumptions.
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Response to Comment I11-266:
The historic population information was originally presented in the General Plan Background Report
(Appendix B of the RDEIR, see page 2-30). The source of the data is California Department of
Finance and TCAG.

Response to Comment I11-267:
The comment specific to population projections and growth rates is noted. As evidenced by the
commenter, the projections and growth rates can change from year to year given a number of
factors including economic conditions. The projections used in the General Plan 2030 Update and
RDEIR were provided by reputable sources (including the California Department of Finance and
TCAG) and were considered the best available information at the time the RDEIR was prepared. .

Response to Comment I11-268:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the intent of the proposed project is noted. Please see
Response to Comment A8-10 and Master Response #5 for discussion of growth projections and
buildout assumptions.

Response to Comment I11-269:
The commenter’s opinion is noted.

Response to Comment I11-270:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the population projections provided by TCAG is noted.
Please see Response to Comment A8-10 and Master Response #5 for discussion of growth
projections and buildout assumptions.

Response to Comment I11-271:
The commenter’s opinion regarding economic conditions is noted.

Response to Comment I11-272:
The commenter’s opinion is noted. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for
their consideration. Please see Response to Comment I11-71 for discussion of concentrating 95%
of population growth within the incorporated cities.

Response to Comment I11-273:
Please see response to comment I11-267, A8-10, and Master Response #5 for discussion of growth
projections and buildout assumptions.

Response to Comment I11-274:
The commenter’s opinion is noted.
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Letter I12. American Farmland Trust
Response to Comment I12-1:
This comment introduces the comments that follow. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines
§15088.5(f)(1), the RDEIR advised commenters that written responses would not be prepared for
previous comments on the 2008 DEIR. Written responses are provided for comments on
significant environmental issues related to the proposed project which has subsequently been
revised (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(f)). Responses to the commenter’s concerns are addressed
below. Please also see Response to Comment I11-6 and Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I12-2:
The commenter provides a general opinion that the General Plan Update (i.e. on policies,
implementation measures, etc.) would result in development patterns that would waste farmland
and other resources. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25,
the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas.
Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page
3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Please see RDEIR Section 3.10 for additional discussion and analysis of
agricultural resources.
This comment does not specifically address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further
response provided.

Response to Comment I12-3:
Please see Response to Comment I12-2 and Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of “New
Towns.” Please also note that while an important policy issue to the County, economic
considerations are beyond the scope of the RDEIR and these responses (see CEQA Guidelines
Section15131). The average commuter in Tulare County has a commute time of less than 20
minutes, one of the lowest in the State. Approximately 50% of the commuters in the County have
a commute of less than 15 minutes.
Pursuant to California Housing Element Law (Government Code Section 65580, et seq.), the
County is legally bound to “accommodate the housing needs of Californians of all economic
levels” and has “a responsibility to use the powers vested in them to facilitate the improvement
and development of housing to make adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic
segments of the community” (Government Code Section 65580). Consistent with these
obligations, areas for new residential development, including affordable housing, must be located
in and near existing services and employment.

Response to Comment I12-4:
This comment is concerned with future development densities in the County and states that
“neither document explicitly quantifies the buildout density implied by the General Plan 2030
Update. The Government code requires standards of population density and building intensity
which were provided in the General Plan, Part I, starting on page 4-3 (see RDEIR pages 2-17
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through 2-22 and Final RDEIR Master Response #5 for similar discussion). Furthermore, the
RDEIR discusses projected buildout for the General Plan at the 2030 horizon year on pages 1-12,
2-24, 2-25.) Also, see Master Response #5 for information regarding project buildout.
The comment presents an alternative methodology for calculating projected population growth
and distribution that would occur as a result of implementing the General Plan 2030 Update,
which would, in the commenter’s view, affect the amount of agricultural land converted to
residential uses. However, as indicated in Table 2-11, (RDEIR, p. 2-25) population growth would
occur primarily (approximately 70 percent) within incorporated areas. Please see Response to
Comment A8-10 for discussion of buildout assumptions.
Within unincorporated areas, General Plan 2030 Update policies would encourage growth within
and adjacent to existing communities. Please see response to comment I12-2 and I12-5 for
examples of these policies. These policies would thus reduce the potential for conflict with
agricultural uses. As noted in the RDEIR (page 2-14), changes to land use designations on
individual parcels are not proposed. Proposed changes to Land Use Designations and requisite
densities would not be implemented until changes are proposed in future general plan updates and
amendments or through development and adoption of new Community Plans, Hamlet Plans,
Mountain sub-area plans, Foothill, Urban, and Regional Growth Corridors, and Mountain Service
Center Plans. Table 2-10 (page 2-22) of the RDEIR identifies the land use designations and
standards used in Tulare County. These designations will be applied to communities upon
community plan updates.

Response to Comment I12-5:
This comment is concerned with the conversion of farmland for residential uses and proposes
increased residential densities and reducing the size of certain planning areas. Contrary to the
comment, the County did consider the concepts of reduced planning areas. For example,
Alternative 5, the Confined Growth Alternative, was identified as the environmentally superior
alternative. Alternative 2, the City-Centered Alternative, was determined to have a lesser impact
than the proposed project for some impacts (though it would not reduce any of the significant and
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project to less than significant).
Regarding agricultural resource impacts, Impact 3.10-1 (page 3.10-11) of the RDEIR notes that
the proposed project would result in the substantial conversion of important farmlands to nonagricultural uses. The preservation of agricultural resources is a key goal of the General Plan
2030 Update, with the inclusion of several policies (see Policies AG-1.1 through AG-1.5 and AG1.7 through AG-1.14) in the Agriculture Element and Land Use Element (see Policies LU-2.1 and
LU-2.4) that have been designed to conserve the County’s existing agricultural resources. These
policies call for the continued recognition of agriculture as the primary land use in the Valley and
Foothill region of the County and the continued use of preservation programs (i.e., the California
Land Conservation Act/Williamson Act) to protect existing agricultural lands. A summary of key
policies is provided on pages 3.10-13 through 3.10-15 of the RDEIR, and the summary table from
the RDEIR is provided below.
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MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Agriculture, Land Use and Economic Development Elements

Policies designed to conserve agricultural resources within the County include the following:
AG-1.1
AG-1.2
AG-1.3
AG-1.4
AG-1.5
AG-1.6
AG-1.7
AG-1.8

Primary Land Use
Coordination
Williamson Act
Williamson Act in UDBs and HDBs
Substandard Williamson Act Parcels
Conservation Easements
Preservation of Agricultural Lands
Agriculture Within Urban Boundaries

AG-1.9
AG-1.10
AG-1.11
AG-1.12
AG-1.13
AG-1.14
LU-2.1
LU-2.4

Agricultural Preserves Outside Urban Boundaries
Extension of Infrastructure Into Agricultural Areas
Agricultural Buffers
Ranchettes
Agricultural Related Uses
Right-to-Farm Noticing
Agricultural Lands
Residential Agriculture Uses

Policies designed to promote the continued productivity and employment of agricultural resources within the County include the following:
AG-2.1
AG-2.2
AG-2.3
AG-2.4
AG-2.5
AG-2.6

Diversified Agriculture
Market Research
Technical Assistance
Crop Care Education
High-Value-Added Food Processing
Biotechnology and Biofuels

AG-2.8
AG-2.9
AG-2.10
AG-2.11
ED-2.10
LU-2.2

Agricultural Education Programs
Global Marketing
Regional Transportation
Energy Production
Supporting Agricultural Industry
Agricultural Parcel Splits

Implementation measures designed to protect and conserve agricultural resources within the County include the following:
Agriculture Implementation Measure #1
Agriculture Implementation Measure #2
Agriculture Implementation Measure #3
Agriculture Implementation Measure #4
Agriculture Implementation Measure #5
Agriculture Implementation Measure #6

Agriculture Implementation Measure #7
Agriculture Implementation Measure #8
Agriculture Implementation Measure #9
ED Implementation Measure #4
ED Implementation Measures #5

Planning Framework and Land Use Elements

Policies designed to promote future development patterns that focus growth within established community areas include the
following:
LU-1.8
LU-2.1
LU 2.2
LU-2.4
LU-2.5

Encourage Infill Development
Agricultural Lands
Agricultural Parcel Splits
Residential Agriculture Uses
Agricultural Support Facilities

LU-2.6
PF-1.1
PF-1.2
PF-1.3
PF-1.4

Industrial Development
Maintain Urban Edges
Location of Urban Development
Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs
Available Infrastructure

Rural Valley Lands Plan, Foothill Growth Management Plan, and Mountain Framework Plan

Similar policies designed to conserve and encourage the continued economic value of agricultural resources within the various
planning areas include the following:
RVLP-1.1
RVLP-1.2
RVLP-1.3
RVLP-1.4

Development Intensity
Existing Parcels and Approvals
Tulare County Agricultural Zones
Determination of Agriculture Land

FGMP-1.10 Development in Success Valley
FGMP-5.1 Protect Agricultural Lands
M-1.9
Agricultural Preserves

Two new measures are also included in the RDEIR to address this issue: AG-1.18 Farmland Trust
and Funding Sources and Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15 (page 3.10-15).
Additionally, Policy AG-1.6 is modified, as follows:


AG-1.6 Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation
Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including
“Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require payment
of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for
conservation conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If
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available, Tthe ACEP may shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of
statewide significance (Prime or other Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary
for the preservation of agricultural land, including land that may be part of a community
separator as part of a comprehensive program to establish community separators. The
in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the importance of land
value and shall require equivalent mitigation. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for this policy. This revision does not change the
analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I12-6:
This comment expresses disagreement with the determination that no additional mitigation is feasible
for Impact 3.10-1 (conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses) (RDEIR p. ES-22)3 and proposes
to reduce the average size of residential lots as avoidance mitigation for conversion of farmland.
However, the suggested mitigation would not substantially reduce this impact because the major cause
of important farmland conversion is a downgrading of important farmland as a result of conversion to
other agricultural uses. Conversion of important farmlands to urban or developed uses comprises only
a small portion of the overall loss of important farmlands. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion
regarding reduced lot sizes, a reduction in lot sizes would still result in the conversion of some amount
of prime agricultural land to a developed use and would not reduce any of the significant and
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.

Response to Comment I12-7:
The comment recommends adoption of Alternative 5. This comment does not address the content
or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required. However, the commenter’s request will
be forwarded to County decision makers for additional consideration.

Response to Comment I12-8:
The comment expresses support for incorporating the principles of smart growth into the general
plan, but does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.
See Response to Comment I12-3. Given the rural nature of the County, the General Plan 2030
Update has incorporated a number of smart growth principles including the following:
Air Quality Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation include
the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #8

3 The commenter cites General Plan 2030 Update-3.0-16, however, this impact is analyzed in the RDEIR as Impact

3.10-1.)
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Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12
Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy

Letter I13. Center for Race, Poverty, and the Environment
Response to Comment I13-1:
This comment doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy within the RDEIR; no further response
required. The purpose of the General Plan 2030 Update is to guide the future growth of the
County over the next 20 year timeframe not to evaluate or resolve existing conditions in the
project area.

Response to Comment I13-2:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required.

Response to Comment I13-3:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no
further response required. See response to comments I13-1 and I13-2.

Response to Comment I13-4:
 The General Plan 2030 Update has been developed with the intent of assisting the various
communities (i.e., UDBs, HDBs…) in the County in meeting their long term needs.
Specific examples of policies include the following: Policy LU-1.1 Smart Growth and
Healthy Communities.
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The County shall promote the principles of smart growth and healthy communities in
UDBs and HDBs, including:
o

Creating walkable neighborhoods,

o

Providing a mix of residential densities,

o

Creating a strong sense of place,

o

Mixing land uses,

o

Directing growth toward existing communities,

o

Building compactly,

o

Discouraging sprawl,

o

Encouraging infill,

o

Preserving open space,

o

Creating a range of housing opportunities and choices,

o

Utilizing planned community zoning to provide for the orderly pre-planning and long
term development of large tracks of land which may contain a variety of land uses,
but are under unified ownership or development control, and

o

Encouraging connectivity between new and existing development [New Policy]
[Board of Supervisors, November 2005, September 2007].



Policy LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development. The County shall encourage and provide
incentives for infill development to occur in communities and hamlets within or adjacent
to existing development in order to maximize the use of land within existing urban areas,
minimize the conversion of existing agricultural land, and minimize environmental
concerns associated with new development [New Policy].



Policy LU-5.4 Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use. The County shall encourage
the infill of existing industrial areas and ensure that proposed industrial uses will not
result in significant harmful impacts to adjacent land uses [New Policy] [Board of
Supervisors, November 2005]



Land Use Implementation Measure 3. During preparation of the Zoning Ordinance and
Land Development Regulations, the County shall consider appropriate incentives to
encourage smart growth implementation, including but not limited to such factors as
infill, densification, transportation alternatives, provision of public amenities, and
commercial standards [New Program].



Land Use Implementation Measure 7. The County shall develop a set of criteria to
determine whether proposed projects are infill developments and develop a set of
incentive programs for infill projects located within UDBs [New Program].



Land Use Implementation Measure 8. The County shall develop and maintain a GIS
based database of infill sites and encourage new development to occur on the identified
sites [New Program].



Land Use Implementation Measure 9. The County shall create a program to
consolidate infill sites when permits are sought for development and shall require access
to public roads be present or secured prior to development [New Program].
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Response to Comment I13-5:
The Transportation and Circulation Element of the General Plan 2030 Update is intended to
address the various concerns identified by the commenter. Specific policies have been developed
to address adequate public roadway networks (see Policy TC-1.1), intermodal connectivity (see
Policy TC-1.6), and roadway maintenance (see Policy TC-1.5, TC-1.14, and Implementation
Measure #10). While the County is not directly responsible for the transit or bus system in Tulare
County, the General Plan 2030 Update provides a set of policies identifying support and
coordination activities between the County and local transit service providers. Response to
Comment I13-6.
The commenter’s concern regarding the Housing Element of the General Plan 2030 Update is
noted. While developed as an integral part of the General Plan 2030 Update, the Housing Element
was adopted prior to the General Plan 2030 Update to meet State mandated time frames for
housing element updates that are more frequent (five year timeframes) than those specified for
larger general plan updates. Consequently, the County prepared the Housing Element and adopted
the element within the recommend timeframe to allow for additional public input on specific
housing issues and content required by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD). Although the Housing Element was adopted, it will require revisions and
corrections. An addendum to address revisions to the Housing Element will be prepared and will
require adoption and certification by the HCD.

Response to Comment I13-7:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response
required.

Response to Comments I13-8 through I13-47:
Comments I13-8 through I13-47 are duplicates of Comments I13-1 through I13-7. See the
responses to Comments I13-1 through I13-7.

Letter I14. Center for Race, Poverty, and the Environment
Response to Comment I14-1:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response
required.

Response to Comment I14-2:
The Land Use Element complies with the requirements of the Planning and Zoning Code (Gov.
Code §§65000 et seq.). See Master Response #5 and Response to Comment A8-7 for a discussion
of land use designations, the Land Use Diagram, and Project Build out.
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Response to Comment I14-3:
The commenter provides an opinion or criticism on the General Plan Update; consequently this
comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. As discussed in Master
Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses future
growth within and around established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to
accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. The
RDEIR also includes a City-Centered Growth Alternative (Alternative 2) in RDEIR Section 4.0.

Response to Comment I14-4:
The commenter’s criticism regarding the Land Use Element of the General Plan 2030 Update is
noted. The updated Land Use Element is consistent with State planning law (Government Code
§§ 65000 et seq.). For example, the commenter is referred to Figure 4-1 “Tulare County Planning
Areas” found on page 4-5 of the Land Use Element (Goals and Policies Report). Figure 4-1
identifies the County’s regional planning framework and includes land use designations and
boundaries. The commenter is further directed to Tables 4.1 “Land Use Designations’ and 4.2
“Countywide Land Use Designation Matrix” which describe the various land use designations
and their proposed locations within the various planning boundaries of the County. This
information is also provided in Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the RDEIR.
The commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 and to Master Response #4, which
describes the appropriate level of detail for a general plan and the various polices that comprise
the plan. As noted therein, “the degree of specificity and the level of detail of the discussion of
each element shall reflect local conditions and circumstances” (Government Code Section
65301(c)). Tulare County covers approximately 4,840 square miles. The level of detail provided
in the General Plan and the RDEIR was appropriate. The commenter is also referred to Master
Response #5 and Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of Land Use Designations and
Buildout.
The comment also suggests that the RDEIR must analyze a worst case scenario. This is not
required by CEQA (Towards Responsibility in Planning v. City Council (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d
671; Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437; CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15358; see similar NEPA requirements Robertson v. Methow
Valley Citizens Council (1989) 490 U.S. 332).
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of “New Towns.”

Response to Comment I14-5:
This comment is regarding the adequacy of the project description and land use map. The commenter
is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-4 and to Master Response #5, which provides
additional information regarding the land use designations and Land Use Diagram that describe the
project. Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the RDEIR represents a good-faith effort by the
County to provide a general description of the anticipated distribution of land uses and population
between the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County. The project description
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“should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the
environmental impact” (CEQA Guideline section 15124). The description satisfies that standard.
Furthermore, Government Code Section 65301(a) gives the County discretion on the form of the
General Plan [“The General Plan may be adopted in any format deemed appropriate or convenient by
the legislative body, including the combing of elements. The legislative body may adopt all or part of
a plan of another public agency in satisfaction of all or part of the requirements of Section 65302…”].
Given the substantial size of the County, it is appropriate for the County to use other more specific
plans, such as those provided in General Plan Parts II and Part III.

Response to Comment I14-6:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-5, A8-10, and Master
Response #5. As previously described, the project description of the RDEIR represents a goodfaith effort by the County to provide a general description of the anticipated distribution of
population between the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County. As described in the
RDEIR, the proposed project is based on a projected year 2030 population of 742, 970. This
population estimate is based on projections provided by TCAG and the State Department of
Finance. Using these population projections as a base, the County considered several population
growth scenarios that addressed the County’s incorporated and unincorporated areas ability and
capacity to grow and accommodate future population. In reviewing these population growth
scenarios and TCAG traffic modeling projections, it was determined (with County Board of
Supervisor direction) that the unincorporated portions of the County could accommodate
approximately 25% of future new growth. Consequently, 75% (235,480) of the new population
growth is expected to occur as a result of annexations and in-fill development within the County
Adopted CACUDBs and the Spheres of Influence of incorporated cities throughout the County.
The County is entitled to make such reasonable assumptions (See City of Long Beach v. Los
Angeles Unified School District (2010) 176 Cal.App.4th 889; Environmental Council of
Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018 [“A public agency can make
reasonable assumptions based on substantial evidence about future conditions without
guaranteeing that those assumptions will remain true (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (e);
City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 412, 183 Cal.Rptr. 898.”]).
While the comment suggests that development “may not” occur as described, the County is not
required to guarantee the assumptions.
As described on pages 2-24 through 2-25 of the RDEIR, the proposed project includes a
projection of development which could occur if currently vacant land were developed according
to the urban growth areas identified in the land use map (shown in Figure 2-2 of the project
description), land use designation descriptions (described in Table 2-10 of the project description)
for each planning area of the County, and the policy direction outlined in the Planning
Framework Element (see Part I, Chapter 2) of the Goals and Policies Report. Implementation of
the proposed project would induce some of the population and housing growth in the County, in
part because it increases intensity of uses and densities in some community growth areas. While
growth would be allowed under the proposed project, population projections based on State and
local government data indicate that similar growth would occur through out the County under the
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existing General Plan but without the benefit of concentrating growth in community growth areas,
updating polices to incorporate current environmental and regulatory trends, and identifying
opportunities for increased economic sustainability.
As identified throughout the RDEIR, the proposed project contains goals and policies to maintain
the rural character of the County and minimize the environmental impacts of anticipated growth.
Proposed policies are considered feasible and as such, take into account market conditions and
realistic growth assumptions that are consistent with the land use principles/concepts of the
region and that discourage undesirable development in areas with sensitive natural resources,
critical habitats and important scenic resources. In addition, the proposed project encourages
orderly growth by encouraging new development to occur in areas adjacent to existing urban uses
and requires developers to provide service extensions.

Response to Comment I14-7:
According to CEQA Guidelines §15125, “[a]n EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published . . . [which] will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by
which a Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant
effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” The baseline environmental and regulatory
data that the RDEIR analysis relies on is located at the beginning of each resources section
identified in Chapter 3 “Environmental Analysis.” A more detailed description of the existing
conditions in Tulare County, including maps, is also contained in the Background Report, which
is included as Appendix B of the RDEIR which was incorporated by referenced under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150 and should be considered to be “set forth in full” in the RDEIR.
As noted in the comment, baseline environmental setting must be premised on realized physical
conditions on the ground, as opposed to merely hypothetical conditions allowable under existing
plans (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A); Christward Ministry v. Superior Court
(1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 186–187). Therefore, existing land use designations are not relevant
for determining existing conditions, as suggested in the comment. Existing Conditions (Baseline)
are described in several different sections of the RDEIR. A General discussion is provided in
Section 2.2, with more detailed resource specific discussion provided in Sections 3.1 through 3.12
(for example see RDEIR Agricultural Resource Environmental Setting starting on page 3.10-2).
As more fully described in Master Response #4, the RDEIR is a program EIR for a General Plan,
not for a specific development project. Consequently, it is not expected to and cannot practically
analyze impacts at a site-specific level or provide “on-the-ground environmental conditions” for the
entire planning area.

Response to Comment I14-8:
The commenter’s general statement that the various mitigating policies and implementation
measures under the Land Use Element are insufficient to address the potential adverse impacts
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created by the project is noted. The following responses to Comments I14-9 through I14-20
provided individual responses to specific comments regarding the Land Use Element.
Additionally, the commenter is also directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provides
additional information regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use
of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan
2030 Update. As discussed therein, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but
as part of the full comprehensive General Plan.

Response to Comment I14-9:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Please see Master Response #1. However, to clarify, the commenter’s statement regarding LU-1.1
is incorrect. The policy is provided in the Land Use Element as follows:


LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities. The County shall promote the
principles of smart growth and healthy communities in UDBs and HDBs, including:
o

Creating walkable neighborhoods,

o

Providing a mix of residential densities,

o

Creating a strong sense of place,

o

Mixing land uses,

o

Directing growth toward existing communities,

o

Building compactly,

o

Discouraging sprawl,

o

Encouraging infill,

o

Preserving open space,

o

Creating a range of housing opportunities and choices,

o

Utilizing planned community zoning to provide for the orderly pre-planning and long
term development of large tracks of land which may contain a variety of land uses,
but are under unified ownership or development control, and

o

Encouraging connectivity between new and existing development [New Policy]
[Board of Supervisors, November 2005, September 2007].

The focus of the policy is between existing communities (UDBs and HDBs), with a final note
provided to encourage any new development to connect with existing land use patterns or
development. No change to the policy is recommended. The comment will be forwarded to
County decision makers for consideration.

Response to Comment I14-10:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Please see Master Response #1. Additionally, providing incentives or promoting smart growth
concepts are currently proposed as part of the implementation measure. The comment will be
forwarded to County decision makers for consideration.
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Response to Comment I14-11:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Please see Master Response #1. Additionally, the commenter is referred to the Public Facilities &
Services Element, which provides a range of policies designed to address the establishment and
maintenance of acceptable levels of service and the appropriate siting of public facilities and service
systems necessary to address future demands resulting from the General Plan 2030 Update. The
comment will be forwarded to County decision makers for consideration.

Response to Comment I14-12:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Please see Master Response #1. Additionally, as currently written, Policy LU-4.1 addresses the
commenter’s concern. The policy is applicable to all unincorporated areas of the County and
specifically mentions communities and hamlets. The comment will be forwarded to County
decision makers for consideration.

Response to Comment I14-13:
The General Plan 2030 Update provides a holistic view of the issues surrounding the County, with
policies throughout the various elements addressing specific issues that also interact to address shared
concerns. For example, the commenter’s position regarding Policy LU-4.2 Big Box Development is
correct. However, the County’s desire to attract economic development opportunities and provide
services requested by some County residents is balanced by the County’s desire to support town
centers and neighborhood services (Goal ED-6 and related policies), maintain rural development
patterns and traditional community centers (Goal SL-3 and related polices), and protect important
cultural sites (Goal ERM-6 and related policies) including historic buildings and sites. Moreover, the
potential project level impacts from any proposed big box development will be analyzed in
accordance with CEQA at the time such development is proposed.

Response to Comment I14-14:
Please see the response to Comment I14-13 and Master Response #3 for discussion of
implementation of the General Plan. Related policies address a variety of sitting issues associated
with industrial developments including the following from the same section of the Land Use
Element:


LU-5.3 Storage Screening. The County shall require adequate landscaping and
screening of industrial storage areas to minimize visual impacts and enhance the quality
of the environment [New Policy] [Board of Supervisors, November 2005].



LU-5.4 Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use. The County shall encourage the
infill of existing industrial areas and ensure that proposed industrial uses will not result in
significant harmful impacts to adjacent land uses [New Policy] [Board of Supervisors,
November 2005].



LU-5.5 Access. The County shall locate industrial development where there is access
from collector or arterial roads, and where industrial/heavy commercial traffic is not
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routed through residential or other areas with uses not compatible with such traffic [New
Policy] [Board of Supervisors, November 2005].


LU-5.6 Industrial Use Buffer. Unless mitigated, the County shall prohibit new heavy
industrial uses to a minimum of 500 feet from schools, hospitals, or populated residential
areas (more than 10 dwelling units within a quarter mile diameter area). The buffer area
may be used for activities not creating impacts to adjoining sensitive land uses for uses
accessory to the heavy industrial use. The establishment of a buffer may not be required
when mitigated or may not apply to industrial uses that do not impact adjoining uses
identified herein. The buffer area shall be landscaped and maintained [New Policy]
[Board of Supervisors, November 2005].

Response to Comment I14-15:
Air quality impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in RDEIR section 3.3 and cumulative
impacts are analyzed in RDEIR section 5.3. Additionally, please see the response to Comment
I14-13. The commenter is also directed to the Health and Safety Element which provides a
variety of policies designed to address noise concerns associated with the placement of industrial
uses near sensitive receptors.

Response to Comment I14-16:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared to Comments I14-13 through I14-15.

Response to Comment I14-17:
In determining the appropriate buffer requirement, the County reviewed a number of sources to
determine the appropriate buffer for the specific land use characteristics of the County and
anticipated industrial uses envisioned under the General Plan 2030 Update. The development of
recreation-related buffers may not be appropriate for those user groups anticipated to use these
buffer areas when placed near industrial or some large scale commercial uses. Additionally,
specific projects will receive separate CEQA review at the time of their proposal to determine
more specific conditions, if necessary. The commenter is referred to the responses prepared to
Comments I14-13 through I14-15.

Response to Comment I14-18:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4. The policy has been developed to
provide a degree of flexibility to address the specific needs of future projects as they are
considered for design and approval. Implementation of Policy LU-7.6 will consider the specific
type of project anticipated, the surrounding land uses to the project site, the distances of these
land uses to the project site, and the existing topography and vegetation conditions of a particular
site.

Response to Comment I14-19:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-18.
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Response to Comment I14-20:
The commenter’s suggestion is noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I14-21:
The commenter’s general statement that the various mitigating policies and implementation
measures under the Transportation and Circulation Element are insufficient to address the
potential adverse impacts created by the project is noted. The following responses to Comments
I14-22 through I14-27 provided individual responses to specific comments regarding the
Transportation and Circulation Element. Additionally, the commenter is also directed to Master
Response #3 and #4, which provides additional information regarding the programmatic nature of
the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate
the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-22:
The County has a dedicated pool of Measure R funds to address transportation needs of
community residents. Improvements are prioritized based upon the Pavement Management
System. The commenter’s suggestion to help prioritize funding is noted. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I14-23:
The County supports the overall use of low emission/alternative fuel vehicles (see Policy AQ-1.6
Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles) and can ensure implementation of their use
as part of County-related activities or operations. While the County can encourage the installation
of alternative fuel infrastructure in future intermodal freight villages, the County has no authority
to regulate the types of vehicles that private transportation companies use in the daily activities,
and is therefore considered legally infeasible. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I14-24:
The County supports a variety of ridesharing programs to help reduce vehicle miles travelled. The
commenter’s suggestion to support affordable labor transportation for farm workers is noted,
however given the existing programs such a policy would not reduce or avoid project impacts.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #1. The average commuter in Tulare County has a
commute time of less than 20 minutes, one of the lowest in the State. Approximately 50% of the
commuters in the County have a commute of less than 15 minutes.

Response to Comment I14-25:
The commenter’s suggestion is noted. The commenter is also directed to the entire text of the
policy which reads as follows:


TC-1.15 Traffic Impact Study. The County shall require an analysis of traffic impacts
for land development projects that may generate increased traffic on County roads.
Typically, applicants of projects generating over 100 peak hour trips per day or where
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LOS “D” or worse occurs, will be required to prepare and submit this study. The traffic
impact study will include impacts from all vehicles, including truck traffic [New Policy].
As indicated in the policy, the County has the option of examining the number of trips and/or the
level of service at a particular location to help determine the need for a traffic study. Such project
specific details will be considered at the time specific projects are proposed (see Master Response #4).

Response to Comment I14-26:
The commenter’s suggestion is noted. The intent of the policy is to support all unincorporated
areas or communities under the County’s jurisdiction. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required. The commenter is referred to Master
Response #1.

Response to Comment I14-27:
The commenter’s suggestion regarding regional coordination is noted. The intent of the various
policies (and applicable implementation measures) under Goal TC-4 are to support the provision of
public transportation service and foster cooperation between the various entities responsible for
providing the service. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I14-28:
Please see Response to Comment I11-73 for discussion of the AFCP. The commenter is also
directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-32 which addresses air
quality and public health impacts.

Response to Comment I14-29:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 which describes the County’s climate action
plan along with the County’s effort to reduce air quality emissions. The commenter is referred to
Master Response #3 and #4.

Response to Comment I14-30:
The County has developed this policy given the cumulative nature of air quality impacts and the
relative importance of this issue. The commenter is referred to the Air Quality Element, which
provides a range of policies designed to address air quality conditions and help reduce air quality
emissions. The commenter is further referred to Master Response #10 which describes the County’s
climate action plan.
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Response to Comment I14-31:
In consideration of this comment, the County will consider the incorporation of the following new
policy, designed to address the issue of alternative vehicle infrastructure, into the General Plan
2030 Update:


AQ-1.8 Alternative Fuel Vehicle Infrastructure. The County shall support the development
of necessary facilities and infrastructure needed to encourage the use of low or zeroemission vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located
alternative fueling stations, including CNG filing stations). [New Policy – Final EIR]

Response to Comment I14-32:
The commenter is referred to the responses to Comments I14-29 and I14-30. The commenter is
also referred to Master Response #3 and #4. As discussed therein, a policy banning cul de sacs
would provide insufficient flexibility in the General Plan and could result in unknown secondary
impacts. Furthermore, in some situations street closures (such as a cul de sac) can promote
improvements to the transportation system as a whole (including pedestrians, bicyclists and
transit). Therefore an outright ban is considered infeasible. Furthermore, site specific details will
be considered as the time specific projects are proposed and addressed under separate CEQA
review.

Response to Comment I14-33:
The commenter’s suggestion to add an additional implementation measure to Policy AQ-3.6 is
noted. Please see Master Response #3 and #7 regarding the use of implementation measures.
Furthermore, parts of the County have been designated mixed use which would help accomplish
this policy (see General Plan, Part I, page 2-4). Additionally, it should be noted that the following
proposed Implementation Measure #11 can be used to achieve the same objectives as those
identified by the commenter.


Air Quality Implementation Measure #11. The County shall identify opportunities for
infill sites in all new community updates, hamlet plans, and redevelopment project area
plans as they are prepared over time [New Program].

Response to Comment I14-34:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the topic of energy is addressed in Section 3.4 of the
RDEIR (“Energy and Global Climate Change”), including discussion of existing federal, state,
and local requirements. Impact 3.4-1 (page 3.4-26) and Impact 3.4-2 (page 3.4-29) address the
energy implications of the proposed project. SCE, the primary electricity provider for Tulare
served 17.4% of their energy in 2009 from renewable sources, and PG&E served 14.4%.4

4 See CPUC’s Renewable Portfolio website available at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/
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A summary of key energy policies from all applicable elements of the General Plan 2030 Update
is provided below. The commenter is also referred to the response to Comment A2-1.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Land Use, Air Quality, Health and Safety, and Foothill
Growth Management Plan Elements

Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies designed to minimize vehicle miles traveled through the support of future development patterns that increase the use of
alternative forms of transportation and non-motorized transportation.
LU-6.3
Schools in Neighborhoods
LU-7.3
Friendly Streets
AQ-2.2
Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3
Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4
Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5
Ridesharing
AQ-3.3
Street Design
AQ Implementation Measure #1
AQ Implementation Measure #8
HS-9.1
Healthy Communities
HS-9.2
Walkable Communities
HS Implementation Measure #24
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation
FGMP-8.17 Reduce Vehicle Emissions
FGMP Implementation Measure #1

TC-1.6
TC-1.18
TC-2.1
TC-2.4
TC-3.7
TC-4.2
TC-4.3
TC-4.4

Intermodal Connectivity
Balanced System
Rail Service
High Speed Rail (HSR)
Multi-modal Development
Determine Transit Needs
Support Tulare County Area Transit
Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7
Transit Ready Development
TC Implementation Measure #8
TC Implementation Measure #18
TC Implementation Measure #19

Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies designed to promote the continued use and expansion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
TC-2.6
TC-5.1
TC-5.2
TC-5.3
TC-5.4
TC-5.6
TC-5.7
TC-5.9

Rail Abandonment
Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System
Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning
and Development
Provisions for Bicycle Use
Design Standards for Bicycle Routes
Regional Bicycle Plan
Designated Bike Paths
Existing Facilities

TC Implementation Measure #16
TC Implementation Measure #21
TC Implementation Measure #22
TC Implementation Measure #23
TC Implementation Measure #24
TC Implementation Measure #25
TC Implementation Measure #26
TC Implementation Measure #27
TC Implementation Measure #28
Planning Framework, Air Quality,
Public Facilities and Services, and Foothill Growth
Management Plan Elements

Land Use Element

Policies designed to minimize vehicle miles traveled through mixed use, infill, redevelopment, and higher density development.
LU-1.1
Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2
Innovative Development
LU-1.4
Compact Development
LU-1.8
Encourage Infill Development
LU-3.1
Residential Developments
LU-3.2
Cluster Development
LU-3.3
High Density Residential Locations
LU-4.1
Neighborhood Commercial Uses
LU Implementation Measure #3
LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
LU Implementation Measure #9
LU Implementation Measure #10
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LU Implementation Measure #14
PF-1.2
Location of Urban Development
PF-1.3
Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs
PF-3.4
Mixed Use Opportunities
PF
Implementation Measure #21
AQ-3.1
Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2
Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.6
Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11
PFS-8.3
Location of School Sites
FGMP-3.1 Innovative Residential Design
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Planning Framework and Land Use Elements

Public Facilities and Services Element

Policies designed to direct development to existing urban areas and encourage efficient use of existing public services and
utilities.
PF-1.4
PF-2.1
PF-2.2
PF-3.1
PF-3.2
PF-3.3
PF-4.1
PF-4.2
PF-4.3
PF-4.6
LU-2.1

Available Infrastructure
Urban Development Boundaries –
Communities
Modification of Community UDB
Hamlet Development Boundaries – Hamlets
Modification of HDB – Hamlet
Hamlet Plans
CACUABs for Cities
CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning
Area
Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs
Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries
Agricultural Lands

PFS-1.8
PFS-1.15
PFS-1.16
PFS-2.4
PFS-3.3

Air Quality, Land Use, and Public Facilities and
Services Elements

Funding for Service Providers
Efficient Expansion
Joint Planning Efforts
Water Connections
New Development Requirements

Environmental Resource Management Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the conservation of existing energy supplies include the following:
LU-7.15
Energy Conservation
LU Implementation Measure #24
AQ-3.5
Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12
PFS-5.9
Agricultural Waste

ERM-4.1
ERM-4.2
ERM-4.3
ERM-4.4
ERM-4.6

Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements
for Energy Conservation
Local and State Programs
Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
Renewable Energy

Response to Comment I14-35:
Please see Master Response #3 and Master Response #4 regarding the enforceability of the
General Plan policies and the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan.
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur through out the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies
are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not regulatory programs or
project-specific mitigation measures. Furthermore, the General Plan does not stand alone, as
discussed in Section 3.4 there are numerous existing federal and state regulations which address
energy efficiency including the California Building Code (Title 24, California Code of
Regulations). These include the California Lighting Efficiency and Toxics Reduction Act (AB
1109 [2007]), which requires reductions in energy usage for lighting and encourages the use of
more efficient lighting technologies. Similar federal requirements can be found in the Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007, which effectively bans the sale of most current
incandescent light bulbs. More information on many of energy conservation measures is available
from the California Public Utilities Commission.5 The commenter is also referred to Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic
nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies
as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR.
5 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Energy+Efficiency/
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Response to Comment I14-36:
A number of the suggested measures to reduce existing energy consumption and support the use
of alternative energy sources are currently part of proposed policies in the General Plan 2030
Update. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-34. Additionally,
please see Master Response #3 and #7 regarding the use of implementation measures.
Please also note that SCE and PG&E receive their electricity statewide, and there are existing
statutes and regulations in place to ensure statewide encouragement of renewable energy,
including the RPS requirements (see Senate Bill 107 [2006]). Please see Response to Comment
I14-38 for discussion of suggested measures.

Response to Comment I14-37:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-35. Please also see Master
Response #4, which discuss the programmatic nature of this RDEIR.

Response to Comment I14-38:
The commenter’s suggestions are noted and will be forwarded to County decision makers for
consideration. Many of the commenter’s suggestions are currently part of the proposed policies in the
General Plan 2030 Update. In developing the appropriate set of policies, the County considered the
feasibility of implementing a variety of energy conservation measures including many currently in use
by more urban or densely populated areas of the State. The following provides a response to each
measure suggested by the commenter:
The comment suggests requiring all new public buildings to meet the LEED silver standard.


The County supports the concept of energy efficiency and LEED certification for new
development as evidenced by the below mentioned implementation measure. However, a
policy to require all new public buildings to meet LEED silver standards is not
appropriate at the programmatic level and does not retain the flexibility needed to address
the variety of project specific differences that will arise under the General Plan. may be
considered infeasible for a number of reasons. The County (through Implementation
Measure #12) supports the full spectrum of LEED certification programs (including
silver, gold, platinum) and understands that individual projects will conform to their own
unique set of issues (including financial, technological) to ensure that the appropriate
degree of energy efficiency design is incorporated into individual building construction.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to Master Response #4.



Air Quality Implementation Measure #12. The County shall encourage LEED and
LEED- ND certification for new development or similar rating system that promotes
energy conservation and sustainability [New Program].

The comment suggests requiring all new residential and commercial development to be LEED
certified and to exceed Title 24 energy standards by 25 percent.


Air Quality Implementation Measure #12 provides the County’s policy with respect to
LEED certification. Requiring development to exceed Title 24 energy standards by any
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percentage is infeasible. Please see Master Response #10 for an explanation of the
infeasibility of this suggestion.
The comment suggests requiring building projects to recycle or reuse a minimum of 50 percent of
unused or leftover building materials.


The General Plan 2030 Update already includes several policies on recycling, which are
set forth below and provide the flexibility to target a range of recycling goals including
those greater than 50 percent. As with commenter’s suggestion to set a minimum LEED
certification requirement, the suggestion to set a minimum recycling percentage is not
appropriate at the programmatic level and does not retain the flexibility needed to address
the variety of project specific differences that will arise under the General Plan. PFS-5.3
Solid Waste Reduction. The County shall promote the maximum feasible use of solid
waste reduction, recycling, and composting of waste, strive to reduce commercial and
industrial waste on an annual basis, and pursue financing mechanisms for solid waste
reduction programs [New Policy].



PFS-5.4 County Usage of Recycled Materials and Products. The County shall
encourage all industries and government agencies in the County to use recycled materials
and products where economically feasible [New Policy].



PFS-5.5 Private Use of Recycled Products. The County shall work with recycling
contractors to encourage businesses to use recycled products and encourage consumers to
purchase recycled products [New Policy].

The comment suggests the use of incentives to encourage green building standards.


Providing incentives is not feasible. Please see Master Response #10 regarding the use of
incentives.

The comment suggests requiring energy efficiency and water conservation upgrades on buildings
at the time of sale.


Retrofitting requirements is not a feasible General Plan policy for Tulare County at this
time. Please see Master Response #10 for a discussion of this issue.

The comment suggests requiring new residential construction to meet specific energy efficiency
requirements that go beyond those mandated by California law.


This is not a feasible measure. Please see Master Response #10 for a discussion of this
issue.

The comment suggests five measures that would require new construction to install or use
specific types of renewable energy.


Requiring the installation and use of specific types of renewable energy is not feasible.
Please see Master Response #10 for a discussion of this issue.

The comment lists two measures suggesting the County perform research and development into
the use of renewable energy. The following policy from the General Plan 2030 Update supports
this suggestion:
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ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy. The County shall support efforts, when appropriately
sited, for the development and use of alternative energy resources, including renewable
energy such as wind, solar, bio-fuels and co-generation [New Policy]

The comment suggests using incentives to reduce vehicle miles traveled in underserved
communities.


The General Plan 2030 Update already includes numerous policies designed to minimize
and reduce vehicle miles traveled throughout the entire county. Please see response to
comment I14-34 for a list of these policies. Also, see Master Response #10 regarding the
infeasibility of using financial incentives.

Lastly, the comment suggests that the County do an energy audit on County-owned buildings,
requiring rehabilitation to make buildings more efficient. The County supports the concept of
developing energy efficient facilities and has included the following policy in the General Plan
2030 Update:


ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs. The County shall participate, to the extent
feasible, in local and State programs that strive to reduce the consumption of natural or
man-made energy sources [New Policy].

The commenter’s suggestions will be forwarded to County decision makers for additional
consideration (please see Master Response #1). As discussed in Master Response #3 and #4,
individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum but part of the whole of the General Plan
2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-39:
Commenter suggests considering the California Air Pollution Control Officers’ Model Policies for
Greenhouse Gases in General Plans (June 2009). The County did consider these policies in
formulating the General Plan 2030 Update policies on energy conservation and climate change. The
commenter is referred to the response to Comment A8-11 which describes some of the key
sources of information for the development of energy and climate change policies in the General
Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is also referred to the response for Comment 14-38.

Response to Comment I14-40:
The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I14-38 and I14-39, above.

Response to Comment I14-41:
The commenter’s statement regarding climate change and greenhouse gas emissions is noted.
The County has taken a proactive stance to both these issues and has prepared (and circulated) a
climate action plan as part of the General Plan 2030 Update. In addition, the General Plan 2030
Update includes a number of policies and implementation measures designed to reduce future
GHG emissions. The proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established community
areas, as discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25 to help reduce
VMT. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the
Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. The proposed General Plan also contains numerous
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policies designed to cluster development and provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF3, PF-1.2, PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3
and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air Quality Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS
Implementation 4 [including density bonuses and financial assistance].
Please see Master Response #10 for additional detail regarding climate change and the County’s
approach to addressing this important issue through the General Plan 2030 Update process.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to the responses to Comments A8-11 and A8-12 for
additional information regarding the impact analysis in the RDEIR. Please also note that the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is adopted at the time of project approval (see
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) and 15097).

Response to Comment I14-42:
The commenter is referred to pages 3.4-20 through 3.4-25 of the RDEIR which provides a
description of the methodology used estimate greenhouse gas emissions resulting from
implementation of the proposed project. The methodology states that a description of all
reasonably discoverable emissions generated within the unincorporated areas of Tulare County,
generated by both public and private sources were estimated including direct and indirect
emissions resulting from the energy (electricity and natural gas), mobile source (on- and offroad), agriculture (dairy/feedlots), and solid waste (landfills) sectors in Tulare County.

Response to Comment I14-43:
Please see Master Response #3 and Master Response #4 regarding the enforceability of the
General Plan policies and the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan, including the
appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation. The intent of the various policies described
throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on the range
of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft General
Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general principles to
guide future actions. They are not intended to provide the level of detail found in an ordinance or
provide project-specific mitigation measures. The comment also cites to a project the
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond case which addresses a project
specific EIR for Chevron’s refinery in Richmond, rather than programmatic analysis and Tulare’s
General Plan which addresses 4,840 square miles within the County.
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the RDEIR fails to adopt all feasible mitigation and
alternatives to minimize greenhouse gas impact under CEQA. The County has completed a
climate action plan to address greenhouse gas impacts. The commenter is referred to Master
Response #10 for additional detail regarding the County’s climate action plan and the County’s
approach to addressing this important issue through the General Plan 2030 Update process.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to the responses to Comments A8-11 and A8-12 for
additional information regarding the impact analysis in the RDEIR.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-184

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

Response to Comment I14-44:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-43 and Master Response
#10 regarding the implementation and level of specificity of the Climate Action Plan. The Draft
Climate Action Plan was made available for review with the RDEIR. (See
http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/documents/GeneralPlan2010/ClimateActionPlan.pdf.).

Response to Comment I14-45:
Please see Master Response #3 and #7 regarding the use of implementation measures. The
commenter is referred to page 3.4-39 of the RDEIR which includes the following two
implementation measures which are intended to implement Policy AQ-1.7:


Air Quality Implementation Measure #16. The County shall develop and maintain a
climate action plan. The climate action plan shall include the following elements: an
emissions inventory, emission reduction targets, applicable greenhouse gas control
measures, and monitoring and reporting plan. [New Implementation Measure – Draft EIR
Analysis]



Air Quality Implementation Measure #17. The County may inspect County facilities to
evaluate energy use, the effectiveness of water conservation measures, production of
GHGs, use of recycled and renewable products and indoor air quality to develop
recommendations for performance improvement or mitigation. The County shall update
the audit periodically and review progress towards implementation of its
recommendations. [New Implementation Measure – Draft EIR Analysis]

Response to Comment I14-46:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I14-47:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan.
The commenter expresses concern for the CAP’s target of 29% below business as usual. The
RDEIR includes three significance thresholds for the Energy and Global Climate Change
resource area (3.4-20). The Project would result in a significant impact if it would:


Result in inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy by residential,
commercial, industrial, or public uses associated with increased demand due to
anticipated population growth in the County;



Result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy in the
construction and operation of new buildings; or



Conflict with the State goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in California to 1990
levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable established in AB 32, California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

Response to Comment I14-48:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan.
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Response to Comment I14-49:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan.
Additionally, please see Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and Master Response #2 regarding responses to comments submitted on the original
2008 Draft EIR.

Response to Comment I14-50:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan.
Additionally, please see CAP Section 7.1 Monitoring Program and Implementation Plan and 7.2,
Climate Action Plan Implementation (p.84), for a discussion of the CAP’s monitoring and
implementation plan. The include benchmarks, both short and long term assignments and actions.

Response to Comment I14-51:
The commenter is referred to the noise section of the Health and Safety Element which includes
the following implementation measures designed to address the issues identified by the
commenter.


Health and Safety Implementation Measure #20. The County shall develop and
implement procedures for acoustical analysis of development proposals [Noise
Implementation; 4-3] [Noise Element Pg. 27].



Health and Safety Implementation Measure #21. The County shall adopt the Tulare
County Noise Ordinance to incorporate standards set forth in the Health and Safety
Element [Noise Implementation; 4-5] [Noise Element Pg. 27].



Health and Safety Implementation Measure #22. The County should develop and
adopt a peak noise standards ordinance to regulate the operation and use of peak noise
generating uses throughout the County and ensure residents and visitors are not subject to
excessive peak noise nuisances [New Program].

Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #7 regarding the use of implementation measures in
the General Plan.

Response to Comment I14-52:
The commenter is referred to the water quality discussion in RDEIR Section 3.6 and responses
prepared for Comments I11-33, I11-37, I11-41, and I11-77 which discuss water quality and water
supply
As noted on RDEIR page 3.6-27 “Where local impairments exists, the primary constituents of
concerns are high TDS, nitrate, arsenic, and organic compounds such as herbicides, pesticides
and fertilizers, as well as instances of radiological parameters such as uranium and radium 228.”
The level of detail is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, which states “The
description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding
of the significant environmental effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” However,
additional more detailed information was provided in the Background Report, which was
incorporated by reference and included in Appendix B (See RDEIR page ES-7). Documents
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incorporated by reference shall be considered to be set forth in full as part of the text of the EIR
(See CEQA Guidelines Section 15150).
The RDEIR provides an accurate and comprehensive description of the water quality conditions
in the project area. Moreover, contrary to what is indicated in the comment, existing conditions
are not impacts of the proposed project (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville
(2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft
problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v.
City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 118 Cal.Rptr.3d 182, 201 through 207). Rather, it is
the change in existing conditions caused by the project which determines the significance of a
project’s impacts (CEQA Guidelines, §15125 and §15126.2). Thus, the status of existing water
quality problems, do not require a determination that the project would have a significant and
unavoidable impact on water quality.

Response to Comment I14-53:
The commenter’s suggestion for a new policy is noted. The General Plan complies with the content
requirements of Government Code Section 65302. Furthermore, the proposed project already includes
Implementation Measures 20, as noted in the comment. Please see Master Response #3 and #7 for
discussion of General Plan Implementation. However, Furthermore the General Plan 2030 Update
includes the following policies that provide similar guidance to that suggested by the commenter.
Consequently, no additional policy change is recommended.


PFS-1.7 Coordination with Service Providers. The County shall work with special
districts, community service districts, public utility districts, mutual water companies,
private water purveyors, sanitary districts, and sewer maintenance districts to provide
adequate public facilities [New Policy].



PFS-2.1 Water Supply. The County shall work with agencies providing water service to
ensure that there is an adequate quantity and quality of water for all uses, including water
for fire protection, by, at a minimum, requiring a demonstration by the agency providing
water service of sufficient and reliable water supplies and water management measures
for proposed urban development [New Policy].



PFS-2.2 Adequate Systems. The County shall review new development proposals to
ensure that the intensity and timing of growth will be consistent with the availability of
adequate production and delivery systems. Projects must provide evidence of adequate
system capacity prior to approval [New Policy].

Response to Comment I14-54:
The commenter’s suggestion for a new policy is noted. The suggested revisions are not
recommended as it is unclear what (or how feasible) an interim solution would be as it relates to
the issue of degraded surface water and/or groundwater resource. As noted in Response to Comment
I11-52, existing conditions, while important, are not impacts of the proposed project and are
beyond the scope of the EIR to fix. Also, see response to Comment I11-37 through I11-57.
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Response to Comment I14-55:
As noted in Response to Comment I11-52 existing conditions, while important issues, are not
impacts of the proposed project and beyond the scope of the EIR to fix. The commenter’s
suggestion for revisions to Water Resources Implementation Measure #20 is noted. The suggested
revisions are not recommended as the following existing implementation measures of the General
Plan 2030 Update address the same water quality and public outreach concerns identified by the
commenter.


Water Resources Implementation Measure #9. The County will research the
development of an education program to inform homeowners in the Valley and Mountain
areas regarding water quality concerns [New Program]



Water Resources Implementation Measure #11. The County shall identify and
evaluate conditions within established watersheds which are causing deterioration of the
water quality, water supply, or declining water yields. The County shall institute the
necessary revisions to regulatory documents (Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance,
etc.) to mitigate these issues [ERME IV-C; Surface Water; Recommendation 11. Pg. 53].



Water Resources Implementation Measure #23. The County shall develop an
education program to inform residents of water conservation techniques and the
importance of water quality and adequate water supplies. Programs may include
informational flyers, community workshops, technology transfer fairs, and other various
means of education and information dissemination [New Program [Based on ERME IVC; Surface Water; Recommendation 6. Pg. 52].

Response to Comment I14-56:
In consideration of this comment, the County is proposing to incorporate the following additional
implementation measure (as part of the General Plan 2030 Update) to address groundwater restoration
activities:


Water Resources Implementation Measure #28. The County shall work with other
local/regional agencies, water purveyors, and interest groups to seek funding sources and
implement a variety of surface and groundwater restoration activities [New Program –
Final EIR].

Response to Comment I14-57:
The commenter’s suggestion for revisions to Policy WR-1.8 is noted. The County has sole jurisdiction
over unincorporated communities. Therefore the suggested revision is implicit in the existing intent of
the policy. While the County has jurisdiction over the unincorporated communities of Tulare County,
the County is not directly responsible for the various special or community service districts (i.e.,
water, wastewater, etc.) that serve many of the unincorporated communities. No additional revision is
recommended.

Response to Comment I14-58:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-57. However, the suggested
change to the term Integrated Regional Water Management Plans is made. See the revised policy
below:
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WR-3.2 Develop an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. The County will
participate with other agencies and organizations that share water management
responsibilities in the County to enhance modeling, data collection, reporting and public
outreach efforts to support the development and implementation of appropriate Integrated
Regional Water Management Plans (IRWMP) within the County [New Policy].

Response to Comment I14-59:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-57.

Response to Comment I14-60:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the policies and implementation measures addressing water
contamination prevention are noted. Please also see discussion of Hazardous Materials in RDEIR
Section 3.8 and discussion of water quality in RDEIR Section 3.6.

Response to Comment I14-61:
In consideration of this comment, the County is proposing to incorporate the following revision to
Policy WR-2.3 (as part of the General Plan 2030 Update) for consideration by the decision makers:


WR-2.3 Best Management Practices (BMPs). The County shall continue to require the
use of feasible BMPs and other mitigation measures designed to protect surface water
and groundwater from the adverse effects of construction activities, agricultural
operations, and urban runoff in coordination with the Water Quality Control Board [New
Policy].

Additionally, it should be noted that the County’s General Plan 2030 Update does not stand alone,
there are numerous existing Federal and State regulations which control non-point sources of
pollution, as discussed in RDEIR Section 3.6 “Regulatory Setting.”

Response to Comment I14-62:
The intent of the commenter’s suggestion for a new implementation measure is found in a variety
of existing implementation measures including the following:


Water Resources Implementation Measure #24. The County shall protect groundwater
recharge areas in the County by carefully regulating the type of development within these
areas. Regulations may include, but are not limited to, the limitation of structural
coverage and impervious surfaces and prohibition of uses with the potential to discharge
harmful pollutants, increase erosion, or create other impacts degrading water quality or
affecting groundwater supply [Revised New Program based on ERME IV-C;
Groundwater; Recommendation 2. Pg. 38].



Water Resources Implementation Measure #25. The County shall amend County
ordinances to include development standards which protect groundwater basins and
surface water drainage areas and provide incentives for use of conservation techniques
[New Program].



Water Resources Implementation Measure #26. The County shall establish
development or design standards for the protection of groundwater recharge areas, such
as placing limitation on the amount of impervious surfaces, or other planning and zoning
techniques [New Program].
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No additional revisions are recommended. Please also see Master Response #3 and #7 for discussion
of General Plan implementation.

Response to Comment I14-63:
The commenter’s suggestion to indicate that existing Water Resources Implementation Measure
#24 also implements Policy WR-2.1 is noted. The suggestion will be incorporated in the Final
General Plan 2030 Update. Specifically, the Water Resources Work Plan/Implementation
Measure Table will be amended (as shown below) to include the above referenced policy on page
11-15 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Implementation
24. The County shall protect groundwater
recharge areas in the County by carefully
regulating the type of development within
these areas. Regulations may include, but are
not limited to, the limitation of structural
coverage and impervious surfaces and
prohibition of uses with the potential to
discharge harmful pollutants, increase
erosion, or create other impacts degrading
water quality or affecting groundwater supply
[Revised New Program based on ERME IVC; Groundwater; Recommendation 2. Pg. 38].

Implements
what Policy
WR-3.9
WR-2.1

Who is Responsible
RMA, Planning

On-Going



Response to Comment I14-64:
The commenter’s statement regarding the need for additional groundwater quality monitoring
data is noted. This ground water analysis will be addressed as appropriate during the community
plan analysis or site specific projects. Please see Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I14-65:
The intent of the commenter’s suggestion for a revision to Policy WR-1.2 is found in a variety of
existing implementation measures including the following:


Water Resources Implementation Measure #4. Where feasible, the County shall
participate in coordinated local, regional, and Statewide groundwater monitoring and
planning programs [New Program].



Water Resources Implementation Measure #7. The County shall work with federal,
State, local and regional agencies to improve local groundwater pollution detection and
monitoring [New Program].



Water Resources Implementation Measure #8. The County shall encourage
responsible agencies and organizations to install and monitor additional groundwater
monitoring wells in areas where data gaps exist [New Program].

No additional revisions are recommended.
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Response to Comment I14-66:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comments I14-55 and I14-65. As noted, in
previous comments the General Plan does not stand alone, there are numerous existing Federal, State,
and local regulations which address water quality. In particular, existing County Ordinance code
Section 4-13-1270 provides grounds for denial of a well permit, which includes denial where there is a
source of pollution or contamination. County Ordinance code available at: http://www.co.tulare.ca.us
by accessing the “County Government” tab and locating the “County Ordinance Code” link on the
side menu. Therefore, additional language would not reduce or avoid the impacts of the proposed
project. Please see Master Response #3 and Part IV, Chapter 13 (Wells) of the Tulare County
Ordinance Code. Also, general plan policies should not be viewed in a vacuum, but instead should
be interpreted as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the whole General Plan).

Response to Comment I14-67:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comments I14-55 and I14-65.

Response to Comment I14-68:
In consideration of this comment, the County is proposing to incorporate the following revision to
Water Resource Implementation Measure #17 (as part of the General Plan 2030 Update) for
consideration by the decision makers:


Water Resource Implementation Measure #17. The County shall amend the well
ordinance to require deeper seals in areas of known contaminants. The County shall also
oversee the proper abandonment of unused wells [New Program].

The commenter is also reminded that the County Ordinance code already contains provisions for
the abandonment of wells in County Ordinance code Sections 4-13-1735 et seq.

Response to Comment I14-69:
The commenter’s suggestions are noted. The commenter is requesting that the geographic
coverage of the below mentioned policy be expanded.


WR-3.9 Establish Critical Water Supply Areas. The County shall designate Critical
Water Supply Areas to include the specific areas used by a municipality or community
for its water supply system, areas critical to groundwater recharge, and other areas
possessing a vital role in the management of the water resources in the County [New
Policy].

The policy does not limit itself to a specific area of the County, rather it is intended to address all
areas of the County that meet the intent of the policy which is focused on the protection of
groundwater resources in the County. No change is made to Policy WR-3.9. Additionally, general
plan policies should not be viewed in a vacuum, but instead should be interpreted as part of a
comprehensive system (i.e. the whole General Plan). The commenter is referred to Master
Response #1 and #4 as well as the following related policy:
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WR-2.6 Degraded Water Resources. The County shall encourage and support the
identification of degraded surface water and groundwater resources and promote
restoration where appropriate [New Policy]

Response to Comment I14-70:
In consideration of this comment, the County is proposing to incorporate the following revision to
Policy WR-3.9 (as part of the General Plan 2030 Update) for consideration by the decision makers:


Policy WR-3.9 Establish Critical Water Supply Areas. The County shall designate
Critical Water Supply Areas to include the specific areas used by a municipality or
community for its water supply system, areas critical to groundwater recharge, and other
areas possessing a vital role in the management of the water resources in the County,
including those areas with degraded groundwater quality [New Policy].

Response to Comment I14-71:
In consideration of these comments, the County is proposing to incorporate the following revision to
Water Resource Implementation Measure #24 (as part of the General Plan 2030 Update) for
consideration by the decision makers:


Water Resource Implementation Measure #24. The County shall protect groundwater
recharge areas (including those identified as Critical Water Supply Areas) in the County
by carefully regulating the type of development within these areas. Regulations may
include, but are not limited to, the limitation of structural coverage and impervious
surfaces and prohibition of uses with the potential to discharge harmful pollutants,
increase erosion, or create other impacts degrading water quality or affecting
groundwater supply [Revised New Program based on ERME IV-C; Groundwater;
Recommendation 2. Pg. 38].

Response to Comment I14-72:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I1141. Please also see Response to Comments I14-73 through I14-89.
Please also note that existing conditions are not impacts of the proposed project (see Watsonville
Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required
to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry
Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 118 Cal.Rptr.3d
182, 201 through 207). Rather, it is the change in existing conditions caused by the project which
determines the significance of a project’s impacts (CEQA Guidelines, §§15125, 15126.2).

Response to Comment I14-73:
The commenter’s suggestion is noted. Please see responses to comments I14-74 through I14-84.
As noted in the previous response, existing conditions, while an important issue, are beyond the
scope of the RDEIR to fix.
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Response to Comment I14-74:
The commenter’s request to develop an ordinance to protect against groundwater overdraft is
noted. The commenter is referred to Water Resource Implementation Measure #1 which states
the following:


Water Resource Implementation Measure #1. County staff shall develop an ordinance
that will regulate the permanent extraction and exportation of groundwater from Tulare
County. The ordinance will set up a permit process for groundwater export. Conditions
considered for this permit will include:
o

Find and determine that the extraction will not substantially increase the overdraft of
the groundwater underlying the County;

o

Will not adversely affect the long-term ability for storage or transmission of
groundwater within the aquifer;

o

Will not (together with other extractions) exceed the safe yield of the groundwater
underlying the County unless the safe yield is exceeded only by extractions in
connection with a conjunctive use program approved by the County;

o

Will not otherwise operate to the injury of the reasonable and beneficial uses of
overlying groundwater users;

o

Will not result in an injury to a water replenishment, storage, or restoration project
operating in accordance with statutory authorization; and

o

Find that the applicant has provided for mitigation which will offset any adverse
effect that is determined to exist [New Program].

No additional revisions are recommended.
The comment is also directed to RDEIR page 3.9-10 which shows that replacing agricultural
demand with urban demand would not reduce water supply impacts, as urban demand would be
slightly reduced in comparison to agricultural demand.

Response to Comment I14-75:
Please see Response to Comment I14-75. There are also existing regulations which address water
conservation measures. Please see Response to Comment I11-82 and I11-86 for discussion of
existing water conservation measures.
The commenter’s request to develop an ordinance is noted. The commenter is referred to Water
Resource Implementation Measure #25 which states the following:


Water Resource Implementation Measure #25. The County shall amend County
ordinances to include development standards which protect groundwater basins and
surface water drainage areas and provide incentives for use of conservation techniques
[New Program].

No additional revisions are recommended.
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Response to Comment I14-76:
In consideration of these comments, the County is proposing to incorporate the following additional
new policy (as part of the General Plan 2030 Update) for consideration by the County decision
makers:


WR-1.11 Groundwater Overdraft. The County shall consult with water agencies within
those areas of the County where groundwater extraction exceeds groundwater recharge,
with the goal of reducing and ultimately reversing groundwater overdraft conditions in
the County [New Policy – Final EIR].

Response to Comment I14-77:
The commenter’s request to develop an ordinance for the proposed new Policy WR-1.11 is noted.
The proposed new policy can be implemented with existing implementation measures. No
additional revisions are recommended.

Response to Comment I14-78:
The commenter’s suggested revision to Policy WR-3.6 is noted. Please see Response to Comments
I14-74. The proposed revision appears to convey the existing intent of the policy. No additional
revisions are recommended.

Response to Comment I14-79:
The commenter’s suggested correction to Policy WR-1.1 is noted and will be incorporated into
the final General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-80:
The commenter’s suggested revision to Water Resources Implementation Measure #24 is noted.
Water Resource Implementation Measure #27 has been added to the General Plan Update 2030,
which addresses this suggestion. It which states the following:


Water Resource Implementation Measure #27. The County shall identify a system of
critically inadequate water supply, water transfer facilities, and groundwater recharge
areas on a map, incorporating existing canals, creeks and rivers, groundwater recharge
basins; proposed sites for regional recharge basins; and needed water transfer facilities.
The County shall, in conjunction with stakeholders, draft an ordinance relating to the care
and maintenance of this system, such as: discouragement of piping or alteration;
encouraging of multiuse as trails and recreational facilities, etc., wherever feasible [New
Program].

No additional revisions are recommended.

Response to Comment I14-81:
The commenter’s suggestions regarding Policy WR-1.3 are noted. The County would like to
maintain flexibility in its ability to manage the groundwater permit process. Consequently, no
additional revisions are recommended.
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Response to Comment I14-82:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comments I14-75 and I14-76 which
reference policies and implementation measures that provide focus on regional cooperation and
water conservation. No additional revisions are recommended.

Response to Comment I14-83:
The suggested revisions are too restrictive to maintain the flexibility appropriate for a general plan
policy. Existing Policy WR-1.4 adequately provides policy guidance on the transfer of water use
between agricultural and urban land uses. Consequently, the proposed policy revision was not
included in the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-84:
The proposed wording is too restrictive to maintain the flexibility appropriate for the General Plan
2030 Update. The intent of the proposed revisions to the measure are adequately addressed in other
implementation measures included in the General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is referred to the
response to Comment I14-62 for a listing of these measures.

Response to Comment I14-85:
The existing policy satisfactorily identifies the need to work in a cooperative manner with other
stakeholders to increase the awareness of water conservation measures. While the proposed
revisions provided additional definition to concepts in the policy, the existing policy is considered
effective in its intent to convey the issue of water conservation. Consequently, the proposed policy
revision was not included in the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-86:
Existing Implementation Measure 23 satisfactorily identifies actions that will be taken to
implement WR-3.8 and is consistent with the appropriate level of detail. No changes have been
made to Implementation Measure 23. The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I1485.

Response to Comment I14-87:
The RDEIR provides an accurate and comprehensive description of the storm water drainage
conditions in the project area. Information provided in the Background Report is a part of the
RDEIR and was used in analyzing the impacts of the project (RDEIR, Appendix B). Moreover,
contrary to what is indicated in the comment, existing conditions are not impacts of the proposed
project (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059
[“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its
scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist.
November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42)). Rather, it is the change in existing
conditions caused by the project which determines the significance of a project’s impacts (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15125, 15126.2). Thus, the status of existing storm water drainage problems do
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not require a determination that the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on
storm water drainage.
The commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 3.6 and 3.9 for discussion of stormwater and the
related infrastructure.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comments I11-91 and I11100.

Response to Comment I14-88:
The commenter’s suggestion to include additional policies to address drainage impacts will be
referred to County decision makers for consideration. As part of the General Plan 2030 Update,
the County has provided an extensive set of policies that address drainage concerns from a variety
of perspectives including site/development standards, flood control measures, infrastructure
requirements, and best management practices. In consideration of this comment, the County is
proposing the following revision to Policy PFS-4.1 for consideration by the County decision
makers:


PFS-4.1 Stormwater Management Plans. The County shall oversee consider the
preparation and adoption of stormwater management plans for communities and hamlets
to reduce flood risk, protect soils from erosion, control stormwater, and minimize impacts
on existing drainage facilities, and develop funding mechanisms [New Policy].

Response to Comment I14-89:
The commenter is referred to Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #8 which
indicates that it’s designed to implementation Policy PFS-4.1 (see General Plan Part I, page 14-16
of the Goals and Policies Report). The existing measure is sufficient to implement PFS-4.1and no
revisions have been made. Please also see Master Response #3 and #7 for discussion of General
Plan implementation.

Response to Comment I14-90:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-41. The overall objective of
the RDEIR is to indentify the impacts resulting from implementation of the General Plan 2030
Update, not to evaluate existing conditions in the project area, except to the extent necessary to
provide an accurate baseline for measuring project impacts. The focus of the General Plan 2030 is
to guide the future growth of the County over the next 20 year timeframe. While the purpose of
the RDEIR is to address the impacts of this future growth, the analysis acknowledges the
County’s baseline condition which includes a variety of existing conditions including
groundwater overdraft conditions and some infrastructure inadequacies. These baseline
conditions are fully described in the environmental setting section of the RDEIR (see pages 3.9-2
through 3.9-18 of the RDEIR). To reiterate, existing conditions are not impacts of the proposed
project (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059
[“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its
scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist.
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November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42)). Rather, it is the change in existing
conditions caused by the project which determines the significance of a project’s impacts (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15125, 15126.2). Thus, the status of the existing water services infrastructure does
not require a determination that the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on
the provision of water services.

Response to Comment I14-91:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-88 and I14-90.
Additionally, see responses to Comment I14-92 through I14-95 for responses to specific revisions
suggested by commenter.

Response to Comment I14-92:
Existing policies PFS-1.1 and PFS-1.2 (as written) are considered effective by offering the
necessary amount of flexibility to ensure that maintenance activities and infrastructure
improvements are implemented within the General Plan 2030 Update’s policy framework to a
degree that is within the County’s control on a case-by-case basis for both existing and planned
development. The suggested revisions, which would explicitly extend the policy to areas outside
the jurisdiction and control of the County are infeasible because they cannot be legally imposed
by the County. Therefore, the revisions would not mitigate the significant and unavoidable
impact on water supplies, facilities and entitlements beyond the existing policy, as written.
Consequently, the proposed policy revision was not included in the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-93:
Existing language in policies PFS-1.5, PFS-1.6, and PFS-3.7 is satisfactory and adequate without
the additional need to state the operating goals or conditions of local agencies. Because a general
plan is a long range planning document, it must be general enough to allow a degree of flexibility
in decision-making as times and circumstances change. The revisions would not mitigate the
significant and unavoidable impact on water supplies, facilities and entitlements beyond the
existing policy, as written. Consequently, the proposed policy revisions have not been included in
the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-94:
The existing language of Implementation Measure 2 adequately states the actions the County will take
to implement PFS-1.5 and PFS-1.6. While the County currents supports and coordinates with County
water purveyors, the County has no jurisdiction over their authority. Consequently, the suggested
policy change would not strengthen the intent of the policy. The proposed revision has not been
included in the General Plan 2030 Update.
The commenter’s suggestion to link Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2 to
Policy PFS-3.7 is noted. The suggestion will be incorporated in the Final General Plan 2030
Update.
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Response to Comment I14-95:
The commenter’s suggestion to add an additional implementation measure is noted. The
commenter is referred to Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #8 which states
the following:


Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #8. The County shall consider
financial tools to prepare and implement drainage plans such as drainage acreage fees
pursuant to Government Code §66483, impact fees, Redevelopment Agency assistance
and Community Development Block Grants, etc. [New Program].

This measure adequately implements the financial aspects of the Public Facilities and Services
Policies within the context of the County’s jurisdiction over special districts and other community
service providers . No additional revisions are recommended. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I14-96:
The commenter’s general statement that the agricultural resource policies/implementation
measures are considered insufficient to address project impacts is noted. Please see Response to
Comments I14-97 through I14-98.

Response to Comment I14-97:
The commenter’s suggestion that additional stakeholders are interested in assisting with the
development of agricultural buffers is noted. Implementation Measure #9 does not limit interested
parties to those specifically listed in the measure. Revising the measure to list additional potentially
interested parties is not necessary to effectively implement the measure and associated General Plan
Policy.

Response to Comment I14-98:
The commenter’s suggestion regarding buffers and pesticide use is noted. Implementation
Measures 17 adequately implements ERM-1.13 by requiring an enforcement program related to
the inappropriate use of pesticides and herbicides. Additionally, the General Plan already contains
a number of measures to provide buffers for agricultural land uses (see General Plan Policy PF4.11 and Planning Framework Implementation Measure #1, Policy AG-1.11 and Agriculture
Implementation Measure #9, Policy LU-3.5, LU-6.2 and Land Use Implementation Measure #18,
and Policy RVLP 1.1). Adding a measure requiring the creation of buffer zones between
agricultural sources and non-agricultural uses would not further reduce or avoid impacts.

Response to Comment I14-99:
The RDEIR adequately analyzes the environmental effects of the project as required by CEQA.
Economic and social effects are not considered significant environmental effects under CEQA and
need not be discussed except in situations where such effects are linked to physical changes (CEQA
Section 15131(a)). The RDEIR has analyzed the effects of the proposed project on Tulare County as a
whole, no further analysis is required.
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Response to Comment I14-100:
The commenter’s suggestion to include additional implementation measures that focus on
assisting communities and hamlets can be added during the adoption of the community and
hamlet plans. Each of the goals, policies, and implementation measures from the General Plan
2030 Update are designed to address the concerns of all County residents equally.

Response to Comment I14-101:
The commenter’s suggestion to include additional policies addressing impact fees and open space
requirements are noted. The commenter is referred to several existing implementation measures
within the General Plan 2030 Update that satisfy these requirements including the following:


Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2. The County shall annually
review fees related to County-owned and operated facilities and County provided
services to ensure funding levels are both affordable and adequate to sustain these
facilities/services long-term [New Program].



Environmental Resources Management Implementation Measure #45. Developers of
new subdivisions who propose to build public recreation facilities shall be required to
post adequate bonds or cash deposits to assure completion of the entire facility to ensure
long term maintenance [ERME; Recreation; Issue 10; Recommendation 14] [ERME; Pg
32, Modified].



Environmental Resources Management Implementation Measure #46. Tulare County
should initiate the development of a park master plan to cover facilities needed to serve
the unincorporated communities, hamlets, and regional park needs in the County.
Emphasis should be given to classifying and quantifying the present and future needs of
all socioeconomic groups and visitors, with special emphasis on deficiencies in recreation
for low-income residents. An inventory of potential park and recreation areas should be
made and a program of priorities established with proposed methods of financing [ERMI
IVB; Recreation; Recommendation 1] [ERMI; Pg. 22, Modified] [ERME IV-C; Open
Space; Recommendation 4; Pg. 109, Modified].



Environmental Resources Management Implementation Measure #47. Scenic and
open space easements shall be acquired through subdivision and development approvals
including, but not limited to, wooded areas, flood plains, scenic and historic sites,
shorelines, and other recreation areas [ERME; Recreation; Issue 10; Recommendation
13] [ERME; Pg 32, Modified] [ERME IV-C; Open Space; Recommendation 6; Pg. 109,
[ERME IV-C; Open Space; Policy 12; Pg. 102, Modified].

Additionally, as a result of this comment, the County is proposing the following revision to
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3.


Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3. The County shall develop
and adopt an impact fee program or other financing program for new development to
provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision, operation, and ongoing
maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services [New Program].

These implementation measures are considered adequate and no additional polices are required.
The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 which describes the use and nature of the
EIR for the proposed General Plan 2030 Update.
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Response to Comment I14-102:
The commenter’s suggestion to classify Tooleville as a Hamlet or Community is noted. .The Tulare
County LAFCO has adopted LAFCO Municipal Service Review (MSR) Policy C-5.11 that requires
cities to review infrastructure needs and deficiencies within or adjacent to their respective sphere of
influences during their MSR updates, which addresses the concerns identified by the commenter.

Response to Comment I14-103:
Various implementation measures throughout the General Plan 2030 Update reference the County’s
role in the development and monitoring of fee programs to ensure adequate levels of service are
maintained through out the lifespan of the general plan. The commenter is referred to the response to
Comment I14-101.

Response to Comment I14-104:
The commenter’s suggestion is noted. Please see Response to Comment I11-65 for discussion of
roadway maintenance.

Response to Comment I14-105:
The commenter’s suggestion for a balanced approach to the allocation of transportation funding is
noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1. This suggestion will be forwarded to
County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I14-106:
The County through its policies and implementation measures actively supports the efforts of local
and regional transit service providers.

Response to Comment I14-107:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-106.

Response to Comment I14-108:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the appropriate
methodology (consistent with the CEQA Guidelines) conducted to analyze the project
alternatives in the RDEIR.
The comment also states that the “RDEIR improperly rejects environmentally superior
alternatives. The only alternatives eliminated from further consideration in the RDEIR were those
discussed in Section 4.2, which included the (1) Proportional Growth Alternative, (2) Alternative
Project Location, (3) and the Existing Trends Alternative. The discussion in Section 4.2 is
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) [“the EIR should also identify any
alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during the
scoping process…”]. These alternatives were eliminated because they would not eliminate or
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reduce significant environmental impacts and would not accomplish the primary project
objectives as discussed in greater detail in the RDEIR.
The commenter is incorrect that there has been a rejection of the environmentally superior
alternative. Consistent with CEQA requirements, the RDEIR compared the potential alternatives
to the proposed project and determined the environmentally superior alternative (see RDEIR
Section 4.4). Furthermore, decisions regarding adoption of the proposed project or an alternative
are made after certification of the RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15092 [“After
considering the final EIR and in conjunction with the findings under Section 15091, the lead
agency may decide whether or how to approve or carry out the project.”).

Response to Comment I14-109:
The comment suggests an alternative “that will place almost all growth in incorporated cities and
established communities and hamlets.” The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a
discussion of the appropriate methodology (consistent with the CEQA Guidelines) conducted to
analyze the project alternatives in the RDEIR.
Furthermore the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas, as
discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
The RDEIR also included the “Transportation Corridors Alternative” which assumes that cities
and communities along Highways 99 and 65 will accept additional population by increasing the
density and developing contiguous land within their CACUDB or CACUAB (see RDEIR Section
4.0).

Response to Comment I14-110:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the appropriate
methodology (consistent with the CEQA Guidelines) conducted to analyze the project
alternatives in the RDEIR. The level of detail provided in the RDEIR for the discussion of
alternatives is consistent with CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) [“…the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant
effects of the project as proposed.”]). In addition, the level of detail for the analysis of the
alternatives corresponds to the level of specificity involved in the activity considered in the EIR. For
example, the discussion of alternatives in an EIR for a planning level action, like this one, need not be
as precise as the discussion for a specific development project (CEQA Guidelines, §15146).

Response to Comment I14-111:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the project alternatives. The
commenter is incorrect that there has been a rejection of any of the five proposed potential
alternatives described in Section 4.3. Consistent with CEQA requirements, the RDEIR compared
the potential alternatives to the proposed project and determined the environmentally superior
alternative (see RDEIR Section 4.4). The commenter is correct that the analysis noted the
alternatives’ ability to meet the project objectives (RDEIR page 4-19). This however did not
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constitute a rejection of any of these alternatives. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,
potential alternatives are only required to meet most of the project objectives. Furthermore,
decisions regarding adoption of the proposed project or an alternative are made after certification
of the RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15092 [“After considering the final EIR and in
conjunction with the findings under Section 15091, the lead agency may decide whether or how
to approve or carry out the project.”).

Response to Comment I14-112:
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment I14-109 and Master Response #9 for a
discussion of the project alternatives. The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for
Comment I11-60, which describes the population projections used in the General Plan 2030
Update. As indicated in the response, the population projections along with the primary
objectives of the proposed project are to focus growth within the incorporated cities and
unincorporated community plan areas of the County.

Response to Comment I14-113:
The commenter provides a general opinion that the EIR must be recirculated because it is
inadequate. The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to be recirculated if, following commencement
of the public comment period but before certification, “significant new information” is added to
the EIR (Public Resources Code §21092.1; Guidelines §15088.5; Laurel Heights Improvement
Associations v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112). According to the
CEQA Guidelines, examples of “significant new information” include:


A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented;



A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;



A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; or



The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The Guidelines further provide that “recirculation is not required where the new information
added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate
EIR.” Finally, a decision not to recirculate must be supported by substantial evidence in the
administrative record (Guidelines §15088.5 (e)), and the more stringent “fair argument” standard
is not applicable (see Laurel Heights, supra at 1134-1135).
As previously described, the RDEIR is a recirculated draft EIR that was prepared in response to
several key changes in the description of the proposed project (see previous response to
Comments I11-3 and I6-1). As part of this final EIR, any additional revisions to the RDEIR or to
the General Plan 2030 Update, as more specifically described in these responses to comments, do
not meet the criteria for recirculation as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. Revisions to policies,
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implementation measures, or other aspects of the General Plan 2030 Update made either in
response to comments or otherwise, may lessen environmental impacts but not in a way that
changes the analysis or its conclusions as set forth in the RDEIR. Changes to the RDEIR,
including revisions to the mitigating policies or implementation measures, serve to clarify the
analysis in the RDEIR, and do not meet the criteria of the CEQA Guidelines associated with
recirculation. No new or substantially more severe impacts have been identified in the final EIR.
Finally, comments alleging that the RDEIR is so fundamentally flawed that it requires revision
and recirculation are not supported by the evidence; the number of very detailed comments by
itself shows that the public had a meaningful opportunity to review and comment upon the
RDEIR. Among the purposes of the RDEIR public comment process is to allow the public entity
the opportunity to consider and respond to comments on significant environmental issues in a
manner that more fully provides the decision makers with the information that is at the basic core
of the CEQA process. Based upon the record, it cannot be said that the process hasn’t worked in
this instance; the decision makers (the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) will have
more than substantial information based upon the RDEIR, the comments, and the responses to
comments, to make an informed decision on the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I14-114:
The commenter’s closing remarks are noted. Comment does not address the content or adequacy
of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I14-115:
The General Plan 2030 Update is available for free online and at the library. Also, a CD of the
General Plan 2030 Update is available for $10 or a printed hard copy can be purchased at RMA
for $800.

Response to Comment I14-116:
The inclusion of references used and or cited in the comment letter is noted.

Letter I15. Connie Fry
Response to Comment I15-1:
The commenter’s introductory remarks are noted. Comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I15-2:
The commenter’s summary of the Attorney General’s comment letter on the 2008 General Plan is
noted. The commenter is referred to the various responses on the 2010 General Plan prepared for
Comment Letter A8, provided above.
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Response to Comment I15-3:
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur through out the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies
are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not regulatory programs or
project-specific mitigation measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4
regarding the appropriate level of detail and implementation of for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Master Response #3 and #4 also describes the appropriate
use of general plan policies as mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR.
Please also see RDEIR page 1-3 for a summary of changes in the revised 2010 General Plan.

Response to Comment I15-4:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I15-3.

Response to Comment I15-5:
The commenter’s reference to the Yokohl Ranch development is noted. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch Project and Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic
nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I15-6:
Alternatives to the General Plan 2030 Update provided in Chapter 4 of the RDEIR are designed
to reduce one or more significant project impacts identified in the RDEIR. Table 4-3 provides an
analysis of how each alternative varies from the project in regards to impact significance. In
regards to increase in traffic (Impact 3.2-1), Table 4-3 (page 4-12) shows that two alternatives
(Alternative 2, City-Centered and Alternative 5, Confined Growth) would reduce the anticipated
traffic volumes and air quality emissions (compared to the proposed General Plan 2030 Update)
though not to a level of less than significant. See also, Master Response #5 and #9 regarding the
selection and evaluation of Alternatives.

Response to Comment I15-7:
The commenter’s general statements regarding the scope of the general plan are noted. Comment
does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.

Response to Comment I15-8:
Air quality impacts, including the air quality impacts from dairies and agricultural uses, are addressed
in Section 3.3 “Air Quality” and Section 3.4 “Energy and Climate Change”. Impacts to agricultural
resources are addressed in Section 3.10 “Agricultural Resources” of the RDEIR. Please also see
Response to Comment I11-73 for discussion of greenhouse gases associated with the Animal
Confinement Facilities Program. Please also refer to Master Response #4.
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Response to Comment I15-9:
The commenter’s statement regarding rural sprawl is noted. Please see Response to Comment
I23-45 for discussion of ranchettes. Contrary to the comment, the General Plan does not advocate
sprawl, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas, as
discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the
RDEIR.

Response to Comment I15-10:
The commenter’s closing remarks are noted. Comment does not address the content or adequacy
of the RDEIR; no further response required. The County’s General Plan is considered a “living
document” that will likely be reviewed and updated as things change and new information is
presented that affects its viability. The commenter is referred to Master Response #4.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to Comment Letter A16 from the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District which identifies support for the County’s efforts to address air quality
issues.

Letter I16. Don Manro
Response to Comment I16-1:
Comment noted. Comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment I16-2:
Commenter references a citation to TCAG documents made in the Project Description. The
indicated reference materials along with all other references cited in the RDEIR are readily
available for review at the County and TCAG offices. The indicated reference to population
projections was incorporated in to the RDEIR and was originally referenced in the General Plan
Background Report (see pages 2-30 and 2-31). These documents and references are available for
review at the County offices. Furthermore, the County is entitled to make reasonable assumptions
regarding population growth (see City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District
(2010) 176 Cal.App.4th 889; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006)
142 Cal.App.4th 1018 [“A public agency can make reasonable assumptions based on substantial
evidence about future conditions without guaranteeing that those assumptions will remain true
(Pub. Resources Code, §21080, subd. (e); City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133
Cal.App.3d 401, 412, 183 Cal.Rptr. 898”]).

Response to Comment I16-3:
The source document referenced in the RDEIR for population projections is properly identified
and is considered part of the administrative record, which is readily available for review by
County decision makers as well as the general public. It was properly cited where it is used in the
text (TCAG, 2008), with the full reference provided in the references chapter. To keep the EIR to
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a manageable length, source documents used in preparing an EIR need not be included in the EIR
(CEQA Guidelines §15148). Thus, scientific, engineering, and technical reports, and similar
documents relied on in preparing an EIR need not be incorporated in the body of the EIR or in an
EIR appendix. Instead, the EIR should include citations to such documents, and when possible,
those citations should include the pages or sections of the document that were used as the basis
for any statements in the EIR. The source document, Tulare County of Governments (TCAG)
Historical City/County Population Estimates, is properly identified and cited in the RDEIR
Introduction pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15148. It is referenced throughout the RDEIR
whenever population projects from these documents are used. In addition, the full citation is
provided in RDEIR Chapter 7.0 (References). It was not incorporated by reference pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 into the RDEIR and is therefore not listed on page 1-13 of the
RDEIR. Also, the commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I16-1.

Response to Comment I16-4:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comment I16-3 and I16-9. As noted
above, the RDEIR discusses population projections and buildout assumptions on page 2-24.
Additional details are also provided in Master Response #5.

Response to Comment I16-5:
The year 2030 population estimate of 742,970 is based on projections provided by TCAG
(TCAG, page 1, 2008) and the State Department of Finance (California Department of Finance,
pages 18-19, 2007). These population estimates were prepared independently of the proposed
project and the numbers were not “constructed to obtain, by trial and error, an estimate of the
average annual increase in population required to match the RDEIR’s total new growth.” To help
clarify the role of the two agencies referenced for the population data used in the RDEIR,
demographers from the California Department of Finance develop and provide annual estimates
of current population and housing statistics for both cities and counties within California along
with population projections for a variety of target years. For example, interim county population
projections for the years 2010, 2015, and 2020 were released this past June (June 22, 2011) and
are currently posted on the California Department of Finance website
(http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/). Once these population projections are made
available, the various jurisdictions within the state (including TCAG) review and incorporate
these projections as part of their individual planning processes. The commenter is also referred to
the response prepared for Comment A8-10 and Master Response #5 which provide additional
background regarding the land use diagram and the buildout assumptions used in the RDEIR. .

Response to Comment I16-6:
The RDEIR addresses direct impacts based on the population projections, land use diagram and
the policies and implementation measures set out in the General Plan 2030 Update. This includes
growth that may occur in Planned Community Areas. The text on page 5-3 referencing the
locations where growth would be directed (“i.e., CACUDBs, HDBs, and CACUABs”) does not
include descriptions of all areas, but rather provides several examples. Policy PF-1.2 explicitly
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states the only locations where urban develop will be allowed, and includes planned community
areas in this list (see page 2-25 of the RDEIR). Contrary to what the commenter states, the
RDEIR does not exclude this information from the document or analysis. See also Master
Response #5 in response to the sub-comment regarding the Land Use Diagram and land use
designations. Please see response to comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns and community
areas. New town development is currently available under existing General Plan UDBs; new
town policies do not promote new town development, they provide criteria to evaluate their
feasibility.

Response to Comment I16-7:
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General
Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
The RDEIR is not misleading with respect to where growth would occur under the proposed
project or any alternative. See the response to Comment I16-6, above.

Response to Comment I16-8:
Growth-Inducement is addressed in Chapter 5 of the RDEIR. As noted, the purpose of a general
plan is to guide the growth and development of a community. Accordingly, the County’s
proposed General Plan 2030 Update is premised on a certain amount of growth taking place (see
pages 5-1 through 5-3). The RDEIR evaluates the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the
General Plan Update) and provides an assessment of the environmental impacts that may occur as
a result. The General Plan 2030 Update does not make any changes to established UDBs and
UABs; and no land use or zoning designations will be changed within them. By establishing
Hamlet boundaries, the County is in fact restricting and enforcing urban development within
those areas.
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the growth inducing impacts will be more severe than
stated in the RDEIR due to new policies, because the analysis in the RDEIR evaluates the impacts
of the entire Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan Update), including any
new/revised policies. Both direct and indirect growth-inducing impacts of the General Plan 2030
Update are considered significant and unavoidable (RDEIR, section 5.2). Please see response to
comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns and community areas.

Response to Comment I16-9:
The commenter is referred to pages 5-3 through 5-7 of the RDEIR for the requested information.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130[b][1]), the analysis was based primarily on
a summary of projections contained in the existing general plan documents for jurisdictions
within and surrounding the County. The summary table of these general plan documents (Table
5-2) included on page 5-5 of the RDEIR is provided below. Contrary to the commenter’s
statement, references for the source materials are identified at the bottom of the table.
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TABLE 5-2
REGIONAL POPULATION PROJECTIONS AND PLANNING EFFORTS

Jurisdiction

General Plan
Planning Timeframe

General Plan
Buildout
Population

City of Dinuba

2006-2026

33,750

Farmland conversion; conflicts with agricultural zoning
and Williamson Act contracts; conversion of agricultural
soils to non-agricultural use; regional air quality
impacts; and climate change-greenhouse gases.

City of Visalia

1991-2020

165,000

Air quality; biological resources; land use conflicts;
noise; transportation/traffic; mass transit; agricultural
resources; water supply; and visual resources.

City of Tulare

2007-2030

134,910

Farmland conversion; aesthetics; water supply;
traffic; air quality; global climate change; noise;
flooding from levee or dam failure; biological
resources; and cultural resources.

City of Farmersville

2002-2025

12,160

Agricultural resources; agricultural land use conflicts;
air quality; and traffic circulation.

City of Woodlake

Significant Environmental Impacts

Unavailable.

City of Exeter

Information unavailable at time of analysis.

City of Lindsay

1990-2010

17,500

Air quality and farmland land conversion.

City of Porterville

2006-2030

107,300

Farmland conversion; air quality; noise; and
biological resources.

City of Kingsburg

1992-2012

16,740

Farmland conversion and air quality.

City of Delano

2005-2020

62,850

Air quality; noise; farmland conversion; disruption of
agricultural production; and conversion of agricultural
soils to non-agricultural use.

County of Fresno

2000-2020

1,113,790

Farmland conversion; reduction in agricultural
production; cancellation of Williamson Act Contracts;
traffic; transit; bicycle facilities; wastewater treatment
facilities; storm drainage facilities; flooding; police
protection; fire protection; emergency response
services; park and recreation facilities; library
services; public services; unidentified cultural
resources; water supply; groundwater; water quality;
biological resources; mineral resources; air quality;
hazardous materials; noise; and visual quality.

County of Kern

2004-2020

1,142,000

Air quality; biological resources; noise; farmland
conversion; and traffic.

County of Kings*

1993-2005

149,100 (low)
228,000 (high)

Biological resources; wildlife movement; and special
status species.

* The adopted Kings County General Plan did not identify a projected population for 2005. The General Plan does include population
projections for 2010, which is included in this table.
SOURCE: City of Delano, 1999; City of Dinuba, 2008; City of Farmersville, 2003; City of Kingsburg, 1992; City of Lindsay, 1989; City of Porterville,
2007; City of Visalia, 2001, 1991; County of Fresno, 2000; County of Kern, 2004; County of Kings, 2009; DOF, 2007; TCAG, 2008.

The RDEIR further describes the various General Plan Amendments (GPAs) and General Plan
Initiatives (GPIs) that were also taken into consideration for the cumulative impacts discussion
and analysis. Following this description, pages 5-7 through 5-13 of the RDEIR describe the
proposed project’s contribution to each potential cumulative effect. Where the proposed project’s
incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable, or is rendered less than cumulatively
considerable through mitigation, this is noted in the discussion, per CEQA Guidelines Section
15130(a) and (a)(3).
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The cumulative impact analysis in the RDEIR was done properly under CEQA and is explained
in RDEIR section 5.3. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15130, the RDEIR analysis uses a
summary of projections approach, using regional growth projections to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project which were supplemented with additional information from the
Department of Finance, local authorities (i.e. Cities and Counties), proposed General Plan
amendments and General Plan Initiatives which have not yet been approved. This approach was
appropriate to use in the RDEIR and is consistent with CEQA. This method was chosen rather
than list method because it provides overall growth projections for the region over the long-term
and was determined to be more suited to the nature of the project. Inclusion of this supplemental
information was also used to ensure the RDEIR contained a conservative cumulative analysis.
Contrary to the comment letter, the Department of Finances Population projections discussed in
the RDEIR are readily available to the public and are most easily accessed at:
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/projections/. TCAG projections are
available at the TCAG offices located at 5955 S. Mooney Blvd., Visalia, CA 93277. Additionally,
it should be noted that all planning documents referenced in Table 5-2 are the most current
planning documents available with valid growth projections to described the cumulative setting
and analysis contained in the RDEIR. As with all the General Plan 2030 Update background
documents, these reference materials along with all other references cited in the RDEIR are
readily available for review at the County offices.

Response to Comment I16-10:
The commenter is directed to page 5-4 of the RDEIR which identifies the appropriate methods
(consistent with CEQA Guidelines) to evaluate cumulative impacts. As defined in the RDEIR,
the Regional Growth Projections Method is considered an appropriate methodology for
evaluating cumulative impacts given the nature of the proposed project (a general plan update)
and because it provides overall growth projections for the region over the long term. The
Regional Growth Projections Method is defined as:


Regional Growth Projections Method – a summary of projects contained in an adopted
plan or related planning document or in a prior environmental document which has been
adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide conditions
contributing to the cumulative impact.

Consistent with this approach, the RDEIR reviewed the various planning documents identified in
Table 5-2 and considered the population projections as solely part of the cumulative analysis for
the General Plan 2030 Update, which serves as the growth attributed to development anticipated
under the adopted general plans of the jurisdictions identified in Table 5-2. As a further step, the
RDEIR also considered the various cumulative effects identified in the environmental documents
prepared for the general plan documents identified in Table 5-2.
The impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in the RDEIR are associated with buildout of
the proposed General Plan at the 2030 horizon year as discussed on RDEIR pages 2-17 and 2-24
(see Master Response #5 for additional discussion of this issue). Consistent with CEQA
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Guidelines Section 15130, the RDEIR analyzed its contribution to cumulative impacts (buildout)
in combination with growth in the Cities and Counties as discussed on RDEIR page 5-4.

Response to Comment I16-11:
The commenter’s restatement of the CEQA Guidelines specific to the definition of the method
used to evaluate cumulative impacts is noted. The commenter is referred to the response to
Comment I16-11 which confirms the appropriate use of the Regional Growth Projections Method
to evaluate cumulative impacts in the RDEIR. The indicated reference materials along with all
other references cited in the RDEIR are readily available for review at the County and TCAG.
The commenter used an outdated draft of the CEQA Guidelines. The language was revised in
2009 to read as follows:
“A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or
related planning document, that include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, or plans
for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections may also be
supplemented with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the
lead agency” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B)). Also, see the response to
Comment I16-2.

Response to Comment I16-12:
The commenter states that the RDEIR cumulative analysis is inadequate because it “fails to
utilize (one) planning document.” There is nothing in the CEQA Guidelines that precludes the use
of more than one document for projecting regional growth. In fact, such a limitation would
frustrate the purpose of CEQA, if a regional plan had not yet taken into account changes in local
planning documents produced subsequent in time. As further noted in the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130 “a summary of projections may also be supplemented with additional information
such as a regional modeling program” (see also Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations
v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1265 [holding that cumulative projections in a
SCAG regional plan could be supplemented]). Furthermore, as noted above, the lead agency must
analyze reasonable foreseeable impacts and is allowed to make reasonable assumptions (see City
of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2010) 176 Cal.App.4th 889;
Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018 [“A
public agency can make reasonable assumptions based on substantial evidence about future
conditions without guaranteeing that those assumptions will remain true. (Pub. Resources Code,
§21080, subd. (e); City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 412, 183
Cal.Rptr. 898.”]).
Requiring the use of one planning document or disallowing any supplementation of such plans
would complicate the substantive goals of CEQA, as the County could be forced to use data they
no longer believe to be applicable or could potentially exclude more recent proposals. The
RDEIR used regional planning figures from TCAG which were supplemented with population
projections from the Department of Finance and information from the local authorities, as well as
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proposed General Plan amendments and General Plan Initiatives which have not yet been
approved. This approach was appropriate to use in the RDEIR and is consistent with CEQA.
Additionally, it should be noted that all planning documents referenced in Table 5-2 are the most
current planning documents available with valid growth projections to described the cumulative
setting and analysis contained in the RDEIR. As with all the General Plan 2030 Update
background documents, these reference materials along with all other references cited in the
RDEIR are readily available for review at the County offices.

Response to Comment I16-13:
The comment also suggests that the County can only use documents/information in the
cumulative analysis that has been certified. Such a strict reading would be inconsistent with both
the revised CEQA Guidelines, which allow supplementation of projections, it would also be
inconsistent with the goals of CEQA as it could result in the use of outdated information as noted
in the comment, and such an approach is inconsistent with existing CEQA case law (see Gray v.
County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099 [projects currently undergoing environmental
review, prior to certification of an EIR, can be reasonably probable future projects in a
cumulative analysis]).

Response to Comment I16-14:
The cumulative impact analysis provided in the RDEIR clearly identifies the methodology
(regional growth projections method) used and the specific impact areas (i.e., San Joaquin Valley
Air Basin, TCAG Planning Area, etc.) for environmental issues with unique geographic
boundaries (including air quality, traffic, etc.). As discussed in the RDEIR, the overall assumption
of the analysis is that the majority (75%) of the net new growth will occur within incorporated
city and CACUDBs as opposed to within the unincorporated areas, which will contain a much
smaller (25%) portion of the net new growth.

Response to Comment I16-15:
While the reference to the 85%/15% split identified on page 5-4 is incorrect, the correct
population split of 75%/25% is correctly used in the RDEIR analysis, as indicated in Table 5-1
and 2-11 of the RDEIR. The correct population assumptions are also more fully described on
page 2-24 of the RDEIR in the section titled “Build out and Population Growth Assumptions
under the General Plan”. The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the
Recirculated Draft EIR, of this Final EIR which includes the revised text for page 5-4. This
revision does not change the analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.
The growth projections were only incorrectly stated on RDEIR page 5-4, the remaining references
throughout the RDEIR were correct. The RDEIR text on page 5-4 has been amended to correctly state
that 75% of net new growth will occur within incorporated city and CACUDBs as opposed to
within the unincorporated areas, which will contain 25% of net new growth (see Chapter 4 of this
FEIR).
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Letter I17. Greg and Laurie Schwaller
Response to Comment I17-1:
Thank you for submitting comments on the RDEIR. Responses to the comments contained in this
letter (I17) are provided in Responses to Comments I17-2 through I17-1,093 below. Having
reviewed these comments, we have a few additional comments as follows:
A good faith effort has been made to provide responses to the substantial number of comments
made by commenters, within the parameters set by CEQA. The commenter has submitted a
significant number of comments on General Plan 2030 Update principles, concepts, policies, and
implementation measures, many of which bear on policy matters rather than on the RDEIR’s
analysis of environmental impacts. Comments that suggest changes to the proposed language of
specific components of the proposed project but do not address the adequacy of the analysis in the
RDEIR are part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to County Decision makers as
part of this Final EIR. However, CEQA does not require responses to these types of comments.
Under CEQA, “lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full
disclosure is made in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines, §15204(a); see also Section 15088). See
Master Response #1 regarding policy comments that do not raise CEQA issues.
Commenter has also submitted a significant number of comments suggesting that General Plan
2030 Update policies and implementation measures are weak, vague, or unenforceable. Because a
general plan is a long range planning document, it must be general enough to allow a degree of
flexibility in decision-making as times and circumstances change (see the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research General Plan Guidelines, page 14). The language of the General Plan
2030 Update policies and implementation measures has been carefully crafted to provide
directives that clearly convey the County’s intent and preference for physical development yet are
flexible enough to remain applicable to the inevitable changes that will occur in the County over
the course of twenty years and to allow for parcel specific considerations. Often, for example, this
means the use of the word “should” rather than the word “shall.” See Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the enforceability of the General Plan 2030 Update policies and the level of detail
appropriate for the General Plan 2030 Update and programmatic EIR.
Numerous comments question whether individual policies and implementation measures are
adequate to reduce the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The General Plan 2030
Update policies and implementation measures should not be reviewed individually. They were
designed to be part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General Plan 2030 Update) and
function in relation to other goals, policies, land use designations, and implementation measures
in the General Plan 2030 Update. In other words, individual policies were not designed (and
cannot be expected) to function as individual mitigation measures and cannot be analyzed as
such. Rather, groups of policies and implementation measures work together to mitigate impacts.
Where such groups were found insufficient to mitigate an environmental impact in the RDEIR,
additional measures were added to the group to further reduce the impact to the extent feasible
(see generally, RDEIR Chapter 3.0). For some impacts, despite all feasible mitigation, the
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impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable. Again, see Master Response #3 and
#4 for further discussion.
The commenter should also note generally that “the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of
what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the
severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does
not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines §15204).

Response to Comment I17-2:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR are noted. The
RDEIR adequately analyzes the impacts of the proposed project under CEQA. Commenter is
referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see Master
Response #5.

Response to Comment I17-3:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the alternatives and vague policies/implementation measures
is noted. Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the RDEIR’s alternatives
analysis and to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies
and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-4:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the baseline, alternatives, cumulative impacts, and climate
change are noted. The comment does not provide any explanation regarding commenter’s opinion
on these issues and therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response to Comment I17-5:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the analysis of alternatives in the
RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-6:
The commenter’s closing remarks and discussion regarding more detailed comments that are to
follow is noted. The comment states that “our May 27, 2010, comments override any
inconsistencies in this attachment.” Commenter is referred to Master Response #2 and Response
to Comment 17-2 regarding comments submitted on the 2008 Draft EIR. As discussed therein,
the County does not have the duty to decipher what comments the public or agencies believe to still be
applicable or inapplicable from their 2008 comment letters, which is why they have been given the
opportunity to draft new comment letters (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(1)).
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Response to Comment I17-7:
The commenter’s introductory remarks to the more detailed comments on the general plan and
RDEIR are noted. Comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required.

Response to Comment I17-8:
The commenter’s statement regarding their previously submitted 2008 comments is noted. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #2 and Response to Comment I17-6.

Response to Comment I17-9:
The commenter is incorrect in it’s allegation that the County said the CAP will not be considered
for approval at the time of the General Plan Update adoption. The RDEIR General Plan Update
2030 includes adoption of the CAP in the project description. Background information and the
Notice of Availability provided that the CAP is not part of the General Plan 2030 Update
documents, but will be considered for approval subsequent to adoption of the proposed project,
indicating that the CAP will be considered upon adoption of the General Plan 2030 Update (at the
same time). The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the climate action plan.
The climate action plan is considered an implementation measure (see page 3.4-39 of the RDEIR)
that was recommended through the environmental analysis conducted for the General Plan 2030
Update. Similar to the other implementation measures identified through out the elements of the
General Plan 2030 Update, the County will implement the various measures as appropriate
through out the timeframe of the general plan. Given the importance of this issue and to
demonstrate the County’s commitment to addressing climate change issues, the County has
chosen to begin development of a climate action plan (Air Quality Implementation Measures #16)
prior to adoption of the General Plan 2030 Update. The climate action plan is considered a “living
document” that will likely be reviewed and updated as the general plan is implemented and as the
science of climate change continues to evolve. Please see Master Response #7 and Response to
Comment A8-11.

Response to Comment I17-10:
The commenter’s suggestion to include references to the Technical Advisory Committee in the
General Plan 2030 Update is noted.

Response to Comment I17-11:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the intent of the General Plan 2030 Update and future growth
in the County is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is necessary. Commenter is referred to Master Response #5. Also, the commenter is
referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-7 for a discussion of new towns and growth
corridors.
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Response to Comment I17-12:
The commenter’s statement regarding current economic conditions in Tulare County is noted.
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is necessary.
Commenter is referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-13:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the intent of the General Plan 2030 Update and future growth
in the County is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is necessary. Commenter is referred to Master Response #1 and #5.

Response to Comment I17-14:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the intent of the General Plan 2030 Update and future growth
in the County is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is necessary. Commenter is referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-15:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the intent of the General Plan 2030 Update and future growth
in the County is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is necessary. Commenter is referred to Master Response #1 and Response to Comment
A8-7.

Response to Comment I17-16:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan
policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. As
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 “the description of the environmental setting
shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed
project and its alternatives.” As further discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)
“CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commentators.” While the background report
was incorporated by reference, the commenter is referred to the environmental setting discussion
in the individual resource chapters for discussion of baseline conditions.” This comment provides
no specific information on what information they believe is not representative of existing
conditions/baseline, therefore no further response is possible.
As discussed in Master Response #2, the decision to prepare the RDEIR included consideration
of the various comments identified by the commenter.

Response to Comment I17-17:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the
General Plan and programmatic EIR. The commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan 2030
Update’s component documents is noted.
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Response to Comment I17-18:
As acknowledged on RDEIR page ES-7, the Background Report is one of many documents used
by the RDEIR to identify the environmental setting for the proposed project. The environmental
setting, including some information from the Background Report, is included in the individual
resource chapters under the heading “Environmental Setting.” Please see Response to Comment
I17-16 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the environmental setting.

Response to Comment I17-19:
Table 6-2 in the Background Report provides the estimated days above both the State and
National standard for PM10 based on a 365 day average. This is explained in the footnote; the
data is not misleading or inaccurate. The commenter is also referred to the environmental setting
discussion in the RDEIR starting on page 3.3-9.

Response to Comment I17-20:
The Background Report was prepared using the best available data at the time of its publication.
The base year for data collection varies by resource topic and depends on the availability of data
by the various organizations and agencies responsible for collection and presentation of their
specific data. Please see Response to Comment I17-18. Commenter is referred to Master
Response #4 for a description of the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 “the description of the
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant
effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” The data provided is representative of
existing conditions and is adequate to serve as a baseline against which impacts can be analyzed.
The comment also states that the characteristics of various schools are not consistently described.
The description of individual school facilities is consistent, however additional details were
provided for certain school facilities where more detailed information was available. The
Background Report was prepared using the best available data at the time of its publication which
had differing levels of details depending upon the information received from various school
districts. Furthermore, the commenter is directed to Impact 3.9-7 which addresses impacts to
school facilities rather than the Background Report or the Environmental Setting discussion. The
commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-159.

Response to Comment I17-21:
The intent of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR
is to provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur during the
planning horizon of the draft General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are
statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are not regulatory programs or
project-specific mitigation measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4
regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the
RDEIR. Master Response #4 also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation
measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR.
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Additionally, it should be noted that not every policy identified in the General Plan 2030 Update is
intended to have its own specific implementation measure. As described in the Goals and Policies
Report (see pages 1-8 through 1-9), policies serve as the basis for which consistency findings will be
made as future projects are considered by County decision makers. Implementation measures are
those specific programs, procedures, or techniques that have been identified to carry out a specific
policy. Additionally, a specific implementation measures can be used to implement one or more
policies. As discussed in Master Response #3, while the County has listed numerous
implementation measures in the General Plan, and noted in the RDEIR, it is simply not feasible to
list every potential implementation measure which will be adopted over the 20 year horizon of the
General Plan, nor to provide the text of every potential ordinance that will be adopted as a result
of General Plan implementation. Government Code Section 65400 recognizes that
implementation of the General Plan will take time. Furthermore, in other instances, such as the
approval of subdivisions, or other site specific projects are reviewed by the Board of Supervisors,
Planning Commission, and various other County agencies and staff, for consistency with the
General Plan, which also ensures implementation of the General Plan’s Goals, Policies, and Land
Use Designations. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for additional
discussion of the use and specificity of implementation measures. Furthermore, the language cited in
the General Plan (“the following principles guide action on these implementation Measures…”) has
been used in numerous other General Plans which are being successfully implemented. For example
see the Marin County General Plan page 1-196 [“Implementation can take time, especially when
needed resources are limited and required for more than one program. Because implementation can
take time, the Board of Supervisors and those to whom the Board delegates may need to prioritize
programs. …”].
Lastly, to the extent that commenter references the previous Draft EIR, General Plan Update, and/or
comments submitted on those documents in 2008 please see Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-22:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-21. Commenter is also
referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see
Response to Comment I19-72 for discussion of policies and their relationship to implementation
measures. Please also see Master Response #7.

Response to Comment I17-23:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-21. Commenter is also
referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

6 Marin County General Plan available at: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/cd/main/fm/cwpdocs/CWP_CD2.pdf
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Response to Comment I17-24:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-21. Commenter is also
referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-25:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-21. Commenter is also
referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-26:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-21. Commenter is also
referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-27:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-21. Commenter is also
referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-28:
Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Master Response #1 and Response to Comment #I17-987. All
comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I17-29:
Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Master Response #1. All comments will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I17-30:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #7 and the response prepared for Comment I17-21
regarding the use of implementation measures. This comment does not concern the adequacy of
the RDEIR and no further response is required. Please see Master Response #1. All comments
will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see Master
Response #3 and Response to Comment I19-72 for discussion of policies and their relationship to
implementation measures.
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Response to Comment I17-31:
Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Master Response #1. All comments will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I17-32:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the analysis of a reasonable
range of project alternatives in the RDEIR. The comment is incorrect that the alternatives assume
the same policies, and is directed to Response to Comment I19-111 for further discussion..

Response to Comment I17-33:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the analysis of a reasonable
range of project alternatives in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-34:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the analysis of a reasonable
range of project alternatives in the RDEIR. The level of detail provided for the Alternatives is
consistent with CEQA, as noted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6:
“Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about each
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental
effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative
would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by
the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in
less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City
of Los Angeles (1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 1)” (emphasis added).

Response to Comment I17-35:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 and Response to Comment I17-34 for a
discussion of the analysis of a reasonable range of project alternatives in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-36:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update is noted. Commenter is
referred to Master Response #5 regarding a description of the patterns of growth allowed under
the proposed project. Furthermore, the project objectives are clearly discussed on RDEIR page 23. Please see Response to Comment A8-10 and I19-62 which address the comment that the
General Plan relies upon “market forces.”

Response to Comment I17-37:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 and Response to Comment I17-34 for a
discussion of the analysis of a reasonable range of project alternatives in the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I17-38:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the analysis of a reasonable
range of project alternatives in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-39:
Comment noted. Please see Master Response #9.

Response to Comment I17-40:
Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Master Response #1 and Response to Comment I17-42, 43, and
44. All comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I17-41:
Please see Response to Comment I17-42, I17-1043, and I17-1044.

Response to Comment I17-42:
Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Master Response #1. All comments will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration. Please also see Response to Comments I17-1043 and
1044 which address comments on the “Ahwahnee Principles.” Furthermore, as acknowledged by
the commenter the draft General Plan contains Goals and Policies similar to the cited Ahwahnee
Principles.” The commenter also cites a “Specific Plan” as evidence that these principles can be
implemented in more concrete form. A specific plan is more specific and designed to implement a
General Plan (see Government Code Section 65450 et seq.). The General Plan does not preclude
preparation of Specific Plans. However, as discussed in Master Response #4, the proposed project
in this RDEIR is for a General Plan.
Additionally, please see Master Response #3 and Response to Comment I17-41 regarding the
enforceability of General Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. Please also see Response to Comment I17-1043 and I17-044.

Response to Comment I17-43:
Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Master Response #1. All comments will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration. Additionally, please see Master Response #4 regarding
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
Please also note that more detailed information on the UDB, HDBs boundaries, etc… is provided in
General Plan. For example, see Part I, Figures 2.2-1 through 2.2-22, HDBs are shown in Figures 2.31 through 2.3-12, and UABs are shown in General Plan Figures 2.4-1 through 2.4-11 (see RDEIR
Appendix C). Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 and Master Response #5.
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Response to Comment I17-44:
Comment noted. Individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #10 regarding the
County’s Climate Action Plan. Please also see Master Response #4 and #5.

Response to Comment I17-45:
The commenter’s introductory note to the various comments that follow is noted.

Response to Comment I17-46:
The commenter’s suggestions, opinions, and questions regarding the General Plan 2030 Update
are noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is
necessary (CEQA Guidelines §15204). The commenter is referred to Master Response #1. To the
extent that commenter references comments previously submitted on the Draft EIR in 2008,
please see Master Response #2. Please note however that the RDEIR also summarizes changes in
the RDEIR and the General Plan starting on RDEIR page ES-6.

Response to Comment I17-47:
As explained in the cited language some existing planning documents have been incorporated
into the General Plan. While the County is providing a comprehensive update not all of the
planning documents need to be revised at this time or revisited each time the General Plan is
updated. This approach is consistent with Government Code Section 65301(a) [“The general plan
may be adopted in any format deemed appropriate or convenient by the legislative body,
including the combining of elements. The legislative body may adopt all or part of a plan of
another public agency in satisfaction of all or part of the requirements of Section 65302…”].
Furthermore, Tulare County covers approximately 4,840 square miles; by using more specific
existing planning documents, the County is better able to tailor plans to meet area specific
concerns. Date notes identified in Chapter 1, Page 1, of the General Plan 2030 Update are
intended to be the dates of actual adoption and will be updated when the General Plan 2030
Update is actually adopted.

Response to Comment I17-48:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #5 regarding the growth allowed under the
General Plan and Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan. The
commenter is further directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46.

Response to Comment I17-49:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-48.

Response to Comment I17-50:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-48. As discussed in Master
Response #5 and Response to Comment I21-2, the RDEIR focuses growth and provides for infill
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development. However, as discussed Response to Comment A8-10 and I19-62, there are
numerous factors that affect population growth which the County has limited control over.
Therefore, the County has drafted policies and land use designations to focus this growth.

Response to Comment I17-51:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-52:
The concept is meant to include hamlets and the term will put back into the text.

Response to Comment I17-53:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46.

Response to Comment I17-54:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I17-55:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-52.
Concept 4 on page A-2 of the General Plan 2030 Update is amended to read as follows:
Concept 4: Natural and Cultural Resources
As Tulare County develops its unincorporated communities and hamlets, the County will ensure
that development occurs in a manner that limits impacts to natural and cultural resources through
the implementation of its Goals and Policies and through proper site planning and design
techniques.

Response to Comment I17-56:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-52.
Principal 2 on page A-2 of the General Plan 2030 Update is amended to read as follows:
Principle 2: Reinvestment
Promote reinvestment in existing unincorporated communities and hamlets in a way that
enhances the quality of life and their economic viability in these locations.

Response to Comment I17-57:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I17-58:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. Commenter is also
referred to Master Response #10 regarding the Climate Action Plan.
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Response to Comment I17-59:
It is unclear what “previous comments” the comment is referring to; therefore, no specific
response can be provided. Responses to comments on page 4 and 7 of commenter’s letter are
responded to above. In addition, to the extent that the comment concerns policy matters and not
the adequacy of the RDEIR, no response need be provided. The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-46 and I17-30.

Response to Comment I17-60:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, see Master Response #5 regarding land use diagrams and build-out assumptions for
the General Plan Update. The environmental impacts of the proposed project on all resource
areas: land use, traffic, air quality, climate change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous
materials, public services, recreation, agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural
resources, have been adequately analyzed in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Additionally,
the commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provide additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. As
discussed therein, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan.
Furthermore, there is nothing inconsistent with the language on General Plan page 2-3 and 3-3.
The language on pages 2-3 and 3-3 provide the same substantive definitions. Please see Response
to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns. Please see Response to Comment I17-43 for
discussion of General Plan UDB Figures. Please also see Master Response #3 for discussion of
implementation of the General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-61:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-21, I17-46, I17-48 and I212. Additionally, see Master Response #5 regarding land use diagrams and build-out assumptions
for the General Plan Update. Please see Response to Comment I17-41, I17-1043 and I17-1044
for discussion of Ahwahnee Principles.

Response to Comment I17-62:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46.

Response to Comment I17-63:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. Please also see Master
Response #3 and #4 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan and the appropriate
level of detail. Please also see Master Response #5 and Response to Comment I21-2 for
discussion of buildout
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Response to Comment I17-64:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. Additionally, see
Master Response #5 regarding land use diagrams and build-out assumptions for the General Plan
Update. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns and planned
community areas.

Response to Comment I17-65:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. Please also see Master
Response #3 and Response to Comment I19-72 for discussion of policies and their relationship to
implementation measures.

Response to Comment I17-66:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. Additionally, please
see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and the level
of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. As discussed in Master
Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan; please see Response to Comment I17-321 for discussion of buffers.

Response to Comment I17-67:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. Additionally, please
see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability of General Plan policies and the
level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-68:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Master Response
#3, #7 and #10.

Response to Comment I17-69:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, I21-2, A8-7, and
Master Response #3 and #4.

Response to Comment I17-70:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please see Response to Comment I17-41, I17-1043 and 1044 for discussion of Ahwahnee
Principles.

Response to Comment I17-71:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21,
and Master Response #3, #4, and #7.
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Response to Comment I17-72:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please also see Policy PF 1.11 and PF Implementation Measure #38 in Part I, Chapter 2 of the
General Plan 2030 Update for more information on planning boundaries.

Response to Comment I17-73:
Please also see Master Response #4 and #5.

Response to Comment I17-74:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Master Response
#4. The Patterson Tract is shown within Figure 2.4-8 on page 2-63 (Part I) of the General Plan
2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-75:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-76:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-77:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-78:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-79:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #7.

Response to Comment I17-80:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I17-81:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The environmental impacts of the proposed project on all resource areas: land use, traffic, air
quality, climate change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous materials, public services,
recreation, agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources, have been
adequately analyzed in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Additionally, the commenter is
directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provide additional information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
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policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. As
discussed therein, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-82:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-83:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The environmental impacts of the proposed project on all resource areas: land use, traffic, air
quality, climate change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous materials, public services,
recreation, agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources, have been
adequately analyzed in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Additionally, the commenter is
directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provide additional information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. As
discussed therein, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan 2030 Update

Response to Comment I17-84:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The environmental impacts of the proposed project on all resource areas: land use, traffic, air
quality, climate change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous materials, public services,
recreation, agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources, have been
adequately analyzed in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Additionally, the commenter is
directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provide additional information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. As
discussed therein, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-85:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The environmental impacts of the proposed project on all resource areas: land use, traffic, air
quality, climate change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous materials, public services,
recreation, agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources, have been
adequately analyzed in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Additionally, the commenter is
directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provide additional information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. As
discussed therein, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan 2030 Update.
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Response to Comment I17-86:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-87:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21
and Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. Additionally, see Master Response #5 on the land use diagrams and build-out
assumptions of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-88:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-89:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. Commenter is also
directed to Master Response #5 on the land use diagrams and build-out assumptions of the
General Plan Update. The environmental impacts of the proposed project on all resource areas:
land use, traffic, air quality, climate change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous materials,
public services, recreation, agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources,
have been adequately analyzed in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Additionally, the
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provide additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. As
discussed therein, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but as part of the full
comprehensive General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-90:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-91:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-92:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-93:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-94:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-95:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-96:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-97:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-98:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-99:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, see Master Response #5 on the land use diagrams and build-out assumptions of the
General Plan Update.

Response to Comment I17-100:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-101:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46. CACUABs currently
exist and no changes are being proposed at this time.

Response to Comment I17-102:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I21-2. As can be seen in RDEIR Figure 2-3, the CACUABs are adjacent to and focus
development around the existing Cities. As discussed under General Plan Policy PF-4.1:
“The County shall establish CACUABs which define the area where land uses are
presumed to have an impact upon the adjacent incorporated city, and within which the
cities’ concerns may be given consideration as part of the land use review process. The
lands within the UAB are considered to be the next logical area in which urban
development may occur and the area within which UDBs may ultimately be expanded.
Although it is the policy of the County that this area will at some time become
appropriate for urban development, generally no public purpose is served by permitting
intensive development therein. As communities grow and expand, it is logical to assume
the UDBs may be correspondingly expanded or established until they coincide with the
ultimate UAB. The land lying between the Urban Development Boundary and the Urban
Area Boundary will generally have an agricultural land use designation or rural
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residential land use designation in conformity with Land Use Policy LU 3.8: Rural
Residential Interface” (Emphasis added.)
As described in the Policy above, intensive development is not automatically permitted with the
CACUABs. As discussed in Section 3.9 the General Plan contains numerous policies to address
infrastructure. As discussed therein, the General Plan contains Policy PF-1.4 which addresses the
comments infrastructure concerns:
“The County shall encourage urban development to locate in existing UDBs and HDBs
where infrastructure is available or may be established in conjunction with development.
The County shall ensure that development does not occur unless adequate infrastructure
is available, that sufficient water supplies are available or can be made available, and that
there are adequate provisions for long term management and maintenance of
infrastructure and identified water supplies”
The environmental impacts of the proposed project on all resource areas: land use, traffic, air
quality, climate change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous materials, public services,
recreation, agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources, have been
adequately analyzed in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Additionally, the commenter is
directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provide additional information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-103:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46.

Response to Comment I17-104:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-105:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-106:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-107:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-108:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-109:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-110:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-111:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-112:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-113:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-114:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Commenter is referred to Master Response #5 regarding the land use designations under the
General Plan Update.

Response to Comment I17-115:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-116:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-117:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-118:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-119:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-120:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-121:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-122:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-123:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, see Master Response #5 on the land use diagrams and build-out assumptions of the
General Plan Update. Impacts of the proposed project on land use, traffic, air quality, climate
change, noise, water quality, geology, hazardous materials, public services, recreation,
agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources have been adequately analyzed
in the RDEIR in accordance with CEQA. Please also see Response to Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-124:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Impacts of the proposed project on air quality and climate change are adequately addressed in the
RDEIR (starting on page 3.3-18).

Response to Comment I17-125:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-126:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-127:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-128:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-129:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The energy and climate change impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in RDEIR section 3.4.

Response to Comment I17-130:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The transportation, energy and climate change impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in
RDEIR section 3.2 and 3.4.
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Response to Comment I17-131:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The transportation, energy and climate change impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in
RDEIR section 3.2 and 3.4. Hydrology, water quality, and drainage are analyzed in RDEIR
section 3.6.

Response to Comment I17-132:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Impacts to agricultural resources are analyzed in RDEIR section 3.10. The energy and climate
change impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in RDEIR Section 3.4. Hydrology, water
quality, and drainage are analyzed in RDEIR section 3.6.

Response to Comment I17-133:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-134:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-135:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-136:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-137:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The County will comply with the requirements of the state Planning and Zoning laws (Gov.
Code, §§ 65000 – 66035) as well as CEQA (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq.). Please also note
that the County is not required to provide the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program until
the time of the CEQA Findings/Project Approval (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(c)).

Response to Comment I17-138:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-139:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-140:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-141:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-142:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-143:
Concept 4 on page B-1 of the General Plan 2030 Update is amended to read as follows:
Concept 4: Housing
The purpose of the Housing Element is to identify the County’s housing needs, state the County’s
counties goals and objectives with regard to housing production, rehabilitation, and conservation
to meet those needs, and to define the policies and programs that the County will implement to
achieve the stated goals and objectives.

Response to Comment I17-144:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impacts of the environmental resources listed in the comment have been adequately
addressed in the RDEIR. Please see RDEIR Chapter 3.

Response to Comment I17-145:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-146:
The typographical error under the Housing heading on page B-2 of the General Plan 2030 Update
is corrected to read as follows:
Housing
[Not included in this document. Adopted as a separate document on a schedule designed by the
State Legislature Legislator.]

Response to Comment I17-147:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The current General Plan includes the already adopted Animal Confinement Facilities Program
(“ACFP”) as part of the Environmental Resources Management Element which controls dairy
operations (see General Plan, Part I, Chapter 12). The General Plan 2030 Update does not modify
the ACFP. A program EIR for the ACFP was prepared and certified by the County. The County is
preparing an update to the ACFP that will provide additional examination of potential impacts in
a comprehensive manner.
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Response to Comment I17-148:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impacts of climate change are adequately addressed in RDEIR section 3.4. See Master
Response #10 for further discussion of the County’s Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-149:
The typographical error under the Farmland of Local Importance heading on page 3-1 (Part I) of
the General Plan 2030 Update is corrected to read as follows:
For Tulare County, this is defined as “lands that produce dry-land grains (barley and wheat);
lands that have physical characteristics that would quality for ‘Prime’ or ‘Statewide Importance’
Farmlands except for the lack of irrigation water; and lands that currently supply confined
livestock, poultry and/or aquaculture operations”.

Response to Comment I17-150:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21

Response to Comment I17-151:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-152:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-153:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, economic impacts are not environmental impacts under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines
§15131). A cost-benefit analysis need not be part of an EIR.

Response to Comment I17-154:
Please see Response to Comment I17-147. The environmental impacts associated with animal
confinement facilities have been adequately addressed in the RDEIR. Please see RDEIR sections
3.3, 3.4, and 3.10. In addition, the current General Plan includes the already adopted Animal
Confinement Facilities Program (“ACFP”) as part of the Environmental Resources Management
Element which controls dairy operations. The General Plan 2030 Update does not modify the
ACFP. A program EIR for the ACFP was prepared and certified by the County. The County is
preparing an update to the ACFP that will provide additional examination of all potential impacts
in a comprehensive manner. Please see response to Comment I11-73 for additional discussion of
the ACFP and related environmental review.
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Response to Comment I17-155:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, economic impacts are not environmental impacts under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines
§15131). A cost-benefit or other economic analysis need not be part of an EIR.

Response to Comment I17-156:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment
I17-46, Comment I17-21, and Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-157:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment
I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-158:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-159:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-160:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-161:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-162:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-163:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-164:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-165:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-166:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.
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Response to Comment I17-167:
Comment is noted and correction will be made.

Response to Comment I17-168:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-169:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-170:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
See Master Response #4 for a discussion of how the General Plan will be implemented.

Response to Comment I17-171:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-172:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-173:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-174:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-175:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-176:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-177:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-178:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-179:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-180:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-181:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Policy AG-1.13 #2 on page 3-6 (Part I) is amended to read as follows:

2. The use shall should not be sited on productive agricultural lands if less productive land is
available in the vicinity;

Response to Comment I17-182:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-183:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-184:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-185:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-186:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-187:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-188:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I17-81.
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Response to Comment I17-189:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-154.

Response to Comment I17-190:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-154.

Response to Comment I17-191:
The Background Report was prepared using the best available data at the time of its publication.
Both the California Department of Food and Agriculture and the U.S. Department of Agriculture
are considered reputable sources of information specific to the topic of dairies. The base year for
data collection varies by resource topic and depends on the availability of data by the various
organizations and agencies responsible for collection and presentation of their specific data. The
data provided is adequate to serve as a baseline against which impacts can be analyzed.
Commenter is referred to Master Response #4 for a description of the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. The comment provides no information which would
suggest that the material provided in the RDEIR Environmental Setting is not accurate.

Response to Comment I17-192:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-191.

Response to Comment I17-193:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-191 and Comment I17-154.

Response to Comment I17-194:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-191 and Comment I17-154.

Response to Comment I17-195:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-154.

Response to Comment I17-196:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-154.

Response to Comment I17-197:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-154. The proposed project
impacts on climate change are discussed in section 3.4 of the RDEIR. See also Master Response
#10 regarding the Climate Action Plan.
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Response to Comment I17-198:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-154.
Commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, I17-21, and I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-199:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-200:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-154. Section 3.3 of the
RDEIR provides adequate information on the contribution dairies make to air quality violations in
the County. RDEIR Appendix D includes detailed emissions calculations from the models used in
the air quality analysis. Appendix B, The Background Report, provides additional data and
information used in the RDEIR analysis of air emissions from dairies and feedlots (see Appendix
B, General Plan Background Report, Chapter 6). Additionally, the Tulare County Draft Phase I
Animal Confinement Facilities Plan Supplemental Program EIR, referenced by commenter as the
“DSPEIR,” is also cited in the RDEIR air quality analysis. Additionally, the SJVAB’s
attainment/nonattainment status for all criteria pollutants is clearly disclosed and discussed in
RDEIR section 3.3.

Response to Comment I17-201:
The air quality impacts associated with dust are adequately analyzed in RDEIR section 3.4. It
accounts for dust from all major sources, including agricultural operations and the use of rural dirt
roads. The proposed project’s impact on the implementation of applicable air quality plans is
discussed in RDEIR section 3.3, Impact 3.3-3. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the
appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-202:
The proposed project’s impacts on PM10, NOX, and ROG emissions are addressed in RDEIR
section 3.3. In addition, greenhouse gas emissions from dairies and feedlots were analyzed in
Section 3.4 of the RDEIR. Additionally, see Master Response #10 for information on the
County’s Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-203:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-202.

Response to Comment I17-204:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-200, I17-201, and I17-202.
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Response to Comment I17-205:
Commenter’s statements from the Draft Supplemental Program EIR for the ACFP are noted. As
discussed under RDEIR Impact 3.10-1, buildout of the proposed project will result in a reduction
in agricultural land. While the RDEIR acknowledged existing water quality issues (RDEIR page
3.6-27), there is expected to be a decrease in agricultural acreage below the projects baseline,
primarily as a result of conversion of irrigated farming to new or expanded non-irrigated
agricultural uses (RDEIR, p. 3.10-6). The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I1173 for additional information regarding this comment specific to dairies, water quality issues, and
the County’s Animal Confinement Facilities Program.

Response to Comment I17-206:
The RDEIR includes a number of policies and implementation measures designed to address the
hydrology, water quality, and drainage impacts associated with the proposed project. See RDEIR
section 3.6. Additionally, the commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46
and I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-207:
The commenter is referencing the Data Needs Assessment and Recommendations references
originally identified in the County’s Phase I Animal Confinement Facilities Plan Draft
Supplemental Program EIR. The commenter’s suggestions are specific and more appropriately
addressed as part of the County’s Animal Confinement Facilities Plan. The commenter is referred
to the response to Comment I11-73 for additional information regarding this comment specific to
dairies, water quality issues, and the County’s Animal Confinement Facilities Program.

Response to Comment I17-208:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-205.

Response to Comment I17-209:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-205 and Comment I17-206.

Response to Comment I17-210:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-205 and Comment I17-206.

Response to Comment I17-211:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-212:
Economic and social effects are not environmental impacts under CEQA and need not be
analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, §15131).
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Response to Comment I17-213:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-212.

Response to Comment I17-214:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-212 and Comment I17-191.

Response to Comment I17-215:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-212.

Response to Comment I17-216:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-212.

Response to Comment I17-217:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-218:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-219:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-220:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-221:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-222:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-223:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I17-212.

Response to Comment I17-224:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-225:
Air quality impacts from diesel particulate matter and other toxic air contaminates analyzed in
RDEIR section 3.3. The comment suggests that the County should “carefully assess the shortand long term cost/benefit ration of supporting the creation and enhancement of intermodal
connections for freight handling.” Movement by train is typically at least twice as fuel efficient as
clean trucks on a ton-mile basis which reduces air quality emissions by a similar amount.7
Furthermore, it is not necessary to place idling restrictions on diesel trucks because such
restrictions already exist within Title 13, Cal. Code Regulations, Section 2485 (restricting truck
idling after five minutes). Energy and climate change impacts are addressed in RDEIR section 3.4
Economic and social impacts associated with the project are not environmental impacts and need
not be discussed in the RDEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15131).

Response to Comment I17-226:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-227:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-228:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-229:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-230:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-231:
As noted in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum but as
part of the whole General Plan. The comment is referred to RDEIR Section 3.11 which addresses
numerous other applicable policies designed to address impacts to riparian areas and other types
of sensitive habitats (see RDEIR page 3.11-34). For example, Policies ERM-1.1 through ERM1.6, ERM-1.8, and ERM-1.12 require the County to protect key sensitive habitats (i.e., riparian,
wetlands, and oak woodlands, etc.) by encouraging future County growth outside these sensitive
habitat areas. Please see Master Response #1.

7 Port of Los Angeles Rail Study Update 2006 pages ES-2 and ES-3; Available at:

http://www.portoflosangeles.org/DOC/REPORT_SPB_Rail_Study_ES.pdf
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Response to Comment I17-232:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The recreational impacts of the proposed project are discussed in RDEIR section 3.9. As
discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum but as
part of the whole General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-233:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-234:
Comment noted. The change was made in the document.

Response to Comment I17-235:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-236:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please also see Response to Comment I17-329 which discusses proposed Policies and existing
County Ordinance code requirements for tree planting.
The comment also states that “none of the other policies in this section have any IMs at all.”
Please see Response to Comment I19-72 which addresses this issue.

Response to Comment I17-237:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-238:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-239:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-240:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The environmental impacts of the proposed project are adequately analyzed in RDEIR section 3.1
See Master Response #5 for further description of the land use diagram, land use designations,
and build-out assumptions under the General Plan Update.
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Response to Comment I17-241:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-240, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-242:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-240, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-243:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-240, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-244:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-240, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-245:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-240, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21, and Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-246:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-240, Comment I17-46,
Comment I17-21, and Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-247:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-240, Comment I17-46,
Comment I17-21, and Comment I17-81.

Response to Comment I17-248:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-249:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-250:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-251:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, please see Master Response #5 regarding land use designations and build-out
assumptions under the General Plan Update and Master Response #10 regarding the County’s
Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-252:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-253:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-254:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-255:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-256:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-257:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-258:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-259:
Comment noted. Commenter does not point to any specific inadequacy and therefore no further
response can be provided. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment I17-191 for a
discussion of the Background Report.

Response to Comment I17-260:
Comment noted. Commenter does not point to any specific inadequacy and therefore no further
response can be provided. Please see Master Response #5 for a discussion of land use diagrams,
land use designations, and build out assumptions of the General Plan Update. Please see Master
Response #2 regarding comments submitted on the Draft EIR in 2008.
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Response to Comment I17-261:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please see Master Response #5 for a discussion of land use diagrams, land use designations, and
build out assumptions of the General Plan Update.

Response to Comment I17-262:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21
Please see Master Response #5 for a discussion of land use diagrams, land use designations, and
build out assumptions of the General Plan Update.

Response to Comment I17-263:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please see Master Response #5 for a discussion of land use diagrams, land use designations, and
build out assumptions of the General Plan Update.

Response to Comment I17-264:
The column in Table 3-6 of the Background Report labeled “Existing Plan Population” provides
the existing population in each of the community plan areas as of 2006. Regarding the
Background Report for the 2008 Draft EIR, no response need be provided. Please see Master
Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-265:
Please see Master Response #5 for a discussion of land use diagrams, land use designations, and
build out assumptions of the General Plan Update. The Background Report was prepared using
the best available data at the time of its publication. The base year for data collection varies by
resource topic and depends on the availability of data by the various organizations and agencies
responsible for collection and presentation of their specific data. The data provided is adequate to
serve as a baseline against which impacts can be analyzed. Additionally, population assumptions
are fully described on page 2-24 of the RDEIR and population data (both existing and projected)
are provided for each Community Plan area I Background Report Table 3-6. Commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 for a description of the level of detail appropriate for the General
Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-266:
The Target Year for each Community Plan is listed in its own column in Table 3-6 of the
Background Report. The “Projected Population (Target Year)” column refers to the projected
population for the target year listed in the corresponding “Target Year” column.

Response to Comment I17-267:
The acreage discussed in the text following Table 3-6 in the Background Report refers to
different portions of land than the Table, which just provides total plan acreage and vacant land
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acreage. The population figures in Table 3-6 were taken from the Community Plans. The
population figures in the text were taken from TCAG (as cited) and therefore vary slightly from
those in the Community Plans. For consistency and accuracy, population projections used in the
EIR analysis were taken from TCAG (see RDEIR, Chapter 2, Project Description.).

Response to Comment I17-268:
As discussed in Master Response #5, there are numerous factors which limit buildout at the
horizon year. As discussed on RDEIR page 2-24 “In many cases, theoretical buildout may be less
than the maximum allowed densities and intensities due to a number of factors, including…
Policies or regulations (e.g., height limits, setbacks, infrastructure constraints etc.) may lower the
amount of development allowed on a particular parcel, and/or…” (Emphasis added).

Response to Comment I17-269:
The statement referred to by commenter means that the land use designations and development
standards govern how much build-out could ultimately be allowed. Please see Response to
Comment I17-268.

Response to Comment I17-270:
A water supply evaluation was prepared by the County to evaluate the impact the proposed
project would have on County-wide water resources. See Appendix G of the RDEIR and Master
Response #6. This information was incorporated into the water supply analysis in RDEIR Section
3.9. The impact of the proposed project on climate change was analyzed in RDEIR Section 3.4.
Please also see Master Response #10 on the County’s Climate Action Plan and Master Response
#5 and Response to Comment I17-268 on projected buildout.

Response to Comment I17-271:
The commenter is directed to response to Comment A8-10 and I19-62. Regarding the
implementation of General Plan 2030 Update policies and implementation measures, the
commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-272:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-273:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment I17-46.

Response to Comment I17-274:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-275:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-276:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-277:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-278:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-279:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-280:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-281:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-282:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-283:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-284:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-285:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-286:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-248

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

Response to Comment I17-287:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impact of the proposed project on climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section
3.4 and includes the policies suggested by commenter. Commenter is referred to the response
prepared for Comment A8-11. Also, see Master Response #10 for a description of the Climate
Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-288:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-289:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-290:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-291:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-292:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-293:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-294:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-295:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-296:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-297:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-298:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-299:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-300:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-301:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-302:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-303:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-304:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-305:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impact of the proposed project on climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section
3.4 and includes the policies suggested by commenter. Commenter is referred to the response
prepared for Comment A8-11. Also, see Master Response #10 for a description of the Climate
Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-306:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-305.

Response to Comment I17-307:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-305.

Response to Comment I17-308:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-309:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-305.

Response to Comment I17-310:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-311:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-305.

Response to Comment I17-312:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-313:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-314:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-315:
The comment states that “The County should require that all industrial development be located so
that it can be readily served by public transit.” Please see Response to Comment A7-21 which
discusses General Plan policies related to Public Transit. Please also see Master Response #3
which discusses the need to allow some flexibility to allow for future unknown changes and
project specific/site specific considerations. For example some industrial development is resource
dependent, and not all resources may be located near public transit. Please also see Master
Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-316:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-317:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-81, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-318:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-319:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impact of the proposed project on climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section
3.4 and measures to reduce the impact include the policies suggested by commenter. Commenter
is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-11. Also, see Master Response #10 for a
description of the Climate Action Plan.
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Response to Comment I17-320:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impact of the proposed project on climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section
3.4 and measures to reduce the impact include the policies suggested by commenter. Commenter
is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-11. Also, see Master Response #10 for a
description of the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-321:
The comment is referred to RDEIR Section 3.2 which addresses policies related to non-vehicular
modes of transit, Section 3.1 which addresses aesthetics, Section 3.6 which addresses
groundwater (see also Response to Comment I11-91), and Section 3.11 which addresses
biological resources. In particular the commenter is referred to the Resource Conservation
Designation in General Plan, Part I, page 4-15 (“Uses typically allowed in this designation are
those related to resource utilization and resource conservation activities and could include uses
that provide a buffer between incompatible types of land use”). The County acknowledges
throughout the General Plan that buffers can serve multiple purposes and are part of site specific
planning (see Policy PF-4.11, PF Implementation Measure #1, AG-1.1, Agricultural
Implementation Measure #9, LU-4.3, LU-4.6, LU-5.6, LU-6.2, LU-7.3, LU Implementation
Measure #2, LU Implementation Measure #18, ERM-1.8, ERM-5.8, ERM Implementation
Measure #9, HS-6.11). However, as discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should
not be reviewed in a vacuum and it is not necessary to repeat this information in every individual
policy. Furthermore, site specific buffers will be proposed at the time specific projects are
proposed which address site specific concerns.

Response to Comment I17-322:
The location of existing schools is part of the environmental setting and is not an impact of the
proposed project. The impacts associated with pesticide use (“edge effects”) and other nonagricultural uses are discussed under Impact 3.10-3 in the RDEIR; this discussion includes a list
of policies in the General Plan designed to help reduce these edge effects. As discussed in Master
Response #4, the RDEIR is not intended to provide project specific analysis for any potential
future school. Such planning and environmental concerns will be considered at the time future
school projects are proposed. Please also see Master Response #1, #3 and #4 for implementation
of the General Plan and the appropriate level of detail.

Response to Comment I17-323:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-324:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impact of the proposed project on climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section
3.4 and measures to reduce the impact include the policies suggested by commenter. Commenter
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is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-11. Also, see Master Response #10 for a
description of the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-325:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-326:
The policy as currently proposed addresses the commenter’s concerns with one exception. The
County can’t ensure that new developments implement a grid street pattern. Consequently, this
proposed suggestion is not recommended. All other suggestions are incorporated within the
existing policy and address climate change impacts. The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comments A8-11, I17-46, and I17-21. The impact of the proposed project on
climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section 3.4 and measures to reduce the impact
include a variety of policies that incorporate the measures identified by the commenter. Also, see
Master Response #10 for a description of the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-327:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-328:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-329:
As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, the
comment is therefore directed to the individual resources chapters in the RDEIR which discuss
the applicable policies in relationship to the resource areas discussed in the comment. For
example, see Policy ERM-1.7 which addresses planting of native vegetation, see also Response to
Comment I11-86 for discussion of water conservation policies. Furthermore, recycled water is not
available in all parts of the County (spanning 4,840 square miles); therefore it would be infeasible
to mandate use of recycled water as suggested in the comment. Furthermore, expanding such
infrastructure to all parts of the County would be infeasible given the large geographic scope and
such development would result in its own environmental impacts associated with construction.
While recycled water may be used for some projects it is infeasible to mandate this for every
parcel within the County. The comment is also referred to the following policies which provide
for the planting of trees: Policy LU-7.4, Policy SL-2.3, Policy SL-4.1, Policy ERM-1.7, and
Policy ERM-4.2.
The commenter is also reminded that the General Plan does not stand alone; there are numerous
other existing Federal, State, and Local Regulations. This includes the County Ordinance code
which currently includes xeriscape/water conservation/mulch requirements for landscaping as
well as requirements for a landscaping plan which include the planting of trees (see Tulare
County Ordinance code Section 7-31-1040).
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The comment is also referred to Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan, many of the suggestions may ultimately be part of the ordinances
designed to implement the General Plan. However it is not feasible to provide an ordinance level
of detail in the General Plan within a reasonable period of time.

Response to Comment I17-330:
As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum; the
proposed General Plan already contains a policy to provide for tree planting in parking lots (see
Policy ERM-4.2). While not explicit to parking lots, Policies ERM-4.1 and ERM-4.6 promote
renewable energy, including solar energy, which could include solar shading in parking lots.
Please see Response to Comment I11-91 for discussion of permeable surfaces and groundwater
infiltration. The commenter is referred to RDEIR Section 3.2 for discussion of General Plan
policies related to alternative modes of transportation, including bicycling facilities. In particular,
the General Plan already contains Policy AQ-2.2, AQ-2.3, and Policies TC-5.1 through TC-5.9,
Transportation & Circulation Implementation Measure #22 which address bicycle related
facilities, such as bicycle parking. Please also see Master Response #3 which explains how the
General Plan will be implemented.

Response to Comment I17-331:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-332:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-333:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-334:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-335:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-336:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-337:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impact of the proposed project on climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section
3.4 and measures to reduce the impact include the policies suggested by commenter. Commenter
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is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-11. Also, see Master Response #10 for a
description of the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-338:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The impacts of the proposed project on hydrology and water quality, including measures designed
to reduce impacts, are adequately addressed in RDEIR section 3.6. The impact of the proposed
project on climate change is adequately addressed in RDEIR Section 3.4 and measures to reduce
the impact include the policies suggested by commenter. Commenter is referred to the response
prepared for Comment A8-11. Also, see Master Response #10 for a description of the Climate
Action Plan. Please also see Master Response #3 and #4 and Response to Comment I11-82 for
discussion of water conservation measures.

Response to Comment I17-339:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please also see Master Response #3 and Response to Comment I19-72 for discussion of
implementation of the General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-340:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
See RDEIR section 3.1 for a discussion of the proposed project’s impacts on light and glare.

Response to Comment I17-341:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21
and Master Response #4 and I19-33 and I19-35 for discussion of night lighting.

Response to Comment I17-342:
By definition the Housing Element is part of the General Plan (see Government Code Section
65302(c)). The Housing Element was adopted on March 23, 2010, and its impacts were analyzed
in a separate Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration that was also adopted on March 23,
2010. The General Plan, included as Appendix C, notes that a copy of the Housing Element is
readily available “from the Tulare County Resources Management Agency and is also available
on the internet at http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/.” More specifically, the document is available
at: http://www.co.tulare.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=5570
The General Plan 2030 Update provides a comprehensive update to the County’s existing general
plan. As part of the General Plan 2030 Update, all seven of the state mandated elements (land use,
circulation, housing, open-space, conservation, safety, and noise [Government Code Section
65302]) as well as several optional elements are included. The purpose of the Housing Element
is to establish housing goals, policies, and programs that respond to local housing conditions and
needs. The unique housing requirements of lower-income households and identified special needs
groups are given particular attention. Once housing needs are identified, resources and constraints
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are developed to meet those needs, while also striving to preserve, conserve, and rehabilitate
existing and future housing.
While developed as an integral part of the General Plan 2030 Update, the Housing Element was
adopted prior to the General Plan 2030 Update to meet State mandated time frames for housing
element updates that are more frequent (five year timeframes) than those specified for larger
general plan updates. Consequently, the County prepared the Housing Element and adopted the
element within the recommend timeframe to allow for additional public input on specific housing
issues and content required by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD). Although the Housing Element was adopted, it will require revisions and
corrections. An addendum to address revisions to the Housing Element will be prepared and will
require adoption and certification by the HCD.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #1. This suggestion will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I17-343:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-341 and I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-344:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
As discussed under Response to Comment I17-342 the Housing Element is required to be revised
under a different timeframe from the rest of the General Plan. The commenter suggests that the
Housing Element and the General Plan are inconsistent because among other things, the General
Plan acknowledges that additional UDBs, and Community Plans exist. This is not a legal
inconsistency, which is based upon applicable policies, not background information which
changes with time. The Lemon Cove UDB was adopted in the 1974 Urban Boundaries Element.
Furthermore, the Housing Element acknowledges that plans will be adopted “at some future
date.” The future adoption of such plans does not then result in creating a legal inconsistency.
Furthermore, the General Plan states on page 1-5 that there is no existing UDB for Sultana,
contrary to the language in the comment (“In addition, the Goals and Policies Report designates
eight additional communities and calls for adopting a Community Plan for each. Each of these
Communities has an existing Urban Development Boundary except Sultana”). A fact recognizes
under Comment I17-48 and I7-342.

Response to Comment I17-345:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Comment I17-344 and I7-342.

Response to Comment I17-346:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-342. The commenter is
directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and I7-342.
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Response to Comment I17-347:
Comment re-states an objective in the Housing Element. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required. Please see Response to Comment
I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-348:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I7-342.

Response to Comment I17-349:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-350:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-351:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-352:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-353:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-354:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-355:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-356:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.
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Response to Comment I17-357:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-358:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-359:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-360:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, I17-342, and I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-361:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, I17-342, and I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-362:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-363:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-364:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-365:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-366:
The commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 3.9, which discusses the impact of the proposed
project on the provision of public facilities and other public services. Please note, however, that
economic issues are not environmental impacts under CEQA and need not be discussed in the
RDEIR (CEQA Guidelines, §15131). Please see Response to Comment I17-342.
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Response to Comment I17-367:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Please see Response to Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-368:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-369:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-342.

Response to Comment I17-370:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-371:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The comment states “why does this components make no mention of global
climate change.” As further discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be
reviewed in a vacuum, and it is not necessary to repeat policy language that is provided elsewhere
in the General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-372:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required.

Response to Comment I17-373:
Concepts and Guiding Principles are simply statements that establish the broad intent of the
General Plan 2030 Update. The comment is referred to the Goals, Policies, Land Use
Designations, and Implementation Measures for greater detail. Please also see Master Response
#4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail in the General Plan. The commenter is
directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-374:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-375:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.
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Response to Comment I17-376:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-377:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-378:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-379:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-380:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-381:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-382:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-383:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-384:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-385:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-386:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.

Response to Comment I17-387:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-373.
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Response to Comment I17-388:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-389:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-390:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-391:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-392:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-393:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-394:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-395:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-396:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-397:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-398:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-399:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-400:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-401:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-402:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-403:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-404:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-405:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-406:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-407:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-408:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-409:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-410:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-411:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-412:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-413:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment, I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-414:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-413.

Response to Comment I17-415:
Waterways (watercourses), riparian areas, and wetlands are addressed in ERM policies. For
example, see Policy ERM-1.8 requiring open space buffers for watercourses, riparian vegetation,
wetlands and other sensitive habitats and natural communities sufficient to assure the continued
existence of the waterways and riparian habitat in their natural state. This policy would include
“major waterways.” The commenter is also directed to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-416:
The definition for “ridgeline” on page 8-2 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update is amended to
read as follows:
Ridgeline. A geological feature consisting of an elevated crest formed by a chain of mountains or
hills.
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Response to Comment I17-417:
It is not necessary to list every type of natural community that is considered regionally rare in
order to include them within the meaning of “sensitive natural community.” The importance of
riparian zones of all types is recognized; please see the Goals and Policies Report, Part I, p. 8-2.

Response to Comment I17-418:
The second sentence under the Vernal Pools heading on page 8-3 (Part I) of the General Plan
2030 Update is amended to read as follows:
While the pools are shallow enough to dry up each season session, the unique soil characteristics
allow water to remain in pools longer than surrounding uplands.

Response to Comment I17-419:
The California Legislature passed the Williamson Act in 1965 to preserve agricultural and open
space lands by discouraging premature and unnecessary conversion to urban uses. The Act
creates an arrangement allowing private landowners to contract with counties and cities to
voluntarily restrict their land to agricultural and open space uses. The commenter’s suggested
change in language for Goals and Policies Report, Part, p, 8-4, would not affect the analysis or
conclusions in the RDEIR. Please see the response to Comment I21-63 for additional discussion
of the Williamson Act. Also, please see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-420:
The Goals and Policies Report, Part I provides an overview of existing conditions for each
element of the General Plan 2030 Update. The Existing Conditions Overview for the
Environmental Resources Management Element (ERME) is provided at pages 8-4 through 8-3.
The overview is not intended to provide elaborate detail. As the commenter notes, agricultural
soils are addressed in the ERM, and in the Agriculture Element. This comment does not address
the adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response is provided.

Response to Comment I17-421:
The first sentence under the Basic Components of the Environmental Resources Management
Element heading on page 8-6 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 update is amended as follows as
suggested by the commenter:]
ERME brings together two mandatory elements of the General Plan as specified by State Law in
a single element correlated with other complementary complimentary elements of the County’s
General Plan, including the Agriculture, Scenic Landscapes, and Water Resources Elements.
See Master Response #3 regarding enforceable policy language. This comment criticizes the
language used to describe the basic components of the ERME, and expresses confusion about
policies, plans, and existing regulations. Please note that all of the goals and policies have been
proposed as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General Plan). For example see Table
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on RDEIR page 3.6-39. These policies will be interpreted in relationship to the other goals,
policies, and implementation measures contained in the General Plan which provide additional
clarity on how they will be implemented and the goals and standards by which they will be
achieved. Please also see Master Response #1. The comment does not address the adequacy of
the RDEIR; no further response is provided.

Response to Comment I17-422:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-421.

Response to Comment I17-423:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-421.

Response to Comment I17-424:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #4 (Level of Detail for the General Plan and
Programmatic Nature of the RDEIR).

Response to Comment I17-425:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #4 (Level of Detail for the General Plan and
Programmatic Nature of the RDEIR), and the response to Comment A8-2 for additional
discussion of the organization of the General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-426:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-425.

Response to Comment I17-427:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-425.

Response to Comment I17-428:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-425, and Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-429:
The commenter suggests that open space lands should be permanently preserved to protect
natural resources and agriculture. Please note that ERM implementation measure #48 provides
that the county should consider other tools in addition to the continued implementation of the
Williamson Act program as part of its open space and protection program, such as transfer of
development rights. Additionally, Policy AG-1.6 and Agricultural Element Implementation
Measure #15 provide that the County develop an Agricultural Conservation Easement program.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-265

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

Response to Comment I17-430:
The comment related to discouraging noncontiguous development patterns is noted. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #7 and #10 as well as the response prepared for
Comment A8-2.

Response to Comment I17-431:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for discussion of implementation
and enforceability of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-432:
As the commenter notes, the discussion of Conservation on page 8-6 (Goals and Policies Report,
Part I) refers to policies. Text at this page also indicates that it is not possible, at the scale of the
map, to provide precise boundary lines for different areas. The commenter also is directed to
Master Response #4 (Level of Detail for the General Plan and Programmatic Nature of the
RDEIR).

Response to Comment I17-433:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #1 regarding policy comments. The commenter is
also directed to Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation and enforceability of the
General Plan. Please also see Chapter 2, section 2.3 in the RDEIR for discussion of project
objectives. The County will need to balance numerous planning, environmental, and policy
considerations in the General Plan. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR;
no further response is provided.

Response to Comment I17-434:
Existing recreational areas in Tulare County are listed in the RDEIR in Table 3.9-18 (RDEIR, pp.
3.9-30- 3.9-31. County, state and federal facilities are available to County residents. As discussed
in the RDEIR, despite implementation of numerous policies and implementation measures (see
RDEIR, p. 3.9-67); this impact would be potentially significant. The RDEIR identifies PFS
Implementation Measure #3 (requiring the County to develop and adopt an impact fee program
for new development) as mitigation that would reduce this impact to less than significant.

Response to Comment I17-435:
This comment addresses a number of resources areas in a general way, and requests that a
cost/benefit analysis for open space should be included in the General Plan 2030 Update
documents. Please note that a cost/benefit analysis is not required under CEQA or the CEQA
Guidelines. “Neither CEQA nor the State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR include studies
comparing the project’s environmental costs with its benefits…the only direct comparison
required in an EIR is the comparison of the project alternatives…, and a cost benefit analysis is
not required in making that comparison” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California
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Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB, 2008), p. 643-644, §13.34). The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-436:
The commenter requests that the ERME Basic Components sections be revised, and refers to the
Sonoma County Open Space Element as an example to be followed. The comment will be shared
with decision makers. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response is required. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1.

Response to Comment I17-437:
The General Plan 2030 Update includes policies and implementation measures to address climate
change. Please see Section 6.3 in the 2010 Background Report. Discussion and analysis in the
RDEIR has also been updated in light of the recent legislative actions specific to sustainability
and climate change, the County has initiated a Climate Action Strategy specific to its unique rural
nature. As an initial step, the County has prepared a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventory for the
Planning Area. Information from the inventory as well as applicable regulatory information is
incorporated into the Air Quality section (Section 3.3) and the Energy and Global Climate
Change section (Section 3.4) of this RDEIR and an initial, proposed Climate Action Plan has
been prepared. Subsequently, the analysis of air quality impacts now includes a more robust
discussion of the proposed project’s impacts associated with climate change. See section 3.4 of
the RDEIR for the climate change analysis and section 3.11 for the biological resources analysis.
Also, the commenter is referred to Master Response #10 for more information on the Climate
Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-438:
The commenter indicates that the language in Policy ERM-1.1 (Protection of Rare and
Endangered Species) and ERM Implementation Measures #1 through #7 would result in
ineffective policies to avoid or reduce significant impacts to native vegetation and biological
resources as a whole. The comment expresses general concerns regarding habitat fragmentation
as it affects rare, threatened or endangered species, and the influence of global climate change on
these types of impacts. Please see Master Response #3 regarding enforceable policy language.
Consistent with the general level of detail of the biological impact analysis, the RDEIR sets forth
programmatic mitigation measures that would apply to future projects and site specific actions.
As discussed in Master Response #4, a Program EIR is permitted to set forth generalized
mitigation measures (in this case general plan policies), and General Plan EIR mitigation
measures must be flexible enough to address long-term impacts of development in a County with
a large land area and broad diversity of habitats. Please see responses to Comment I5-3 through
Comment I5-8 for additional discussion of biological resources.

Response to Comment I17-439:
Please see Master Response #3 regarding enforceable policy language. The commenter is also
directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-440:
The commenter’s suggested information sources will be shared with decision makers. The
commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-438, and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-441:
The Background Report (February 2010) updates baseline data to the extent feasible (RDEIR,
p.ES-7). As part of the update to the General Plan Background Report, the County reviewed the
habitat data originally presented in the Background Report (2008 version) and discovered several
discrepancies in how the habitat categories were presented and quantified. The updated General
Plan Background Report and RDEIR incorporate the most current habitat mapping data (2002)
available from the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF). CDF evaluates
and maps habitat data for the entire state of California and is considered a reputable and
comprehensive source of data in particular when addressing the programmatic impacts of long
range planning documents such general plans or regional transportation plans.

Response to Comment I17-442:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the RDEIR. Please see Chapter
3.11 “Biological Resources” of the RDEIR for a description of impacts to these resources and for
a summary of General Plan 2030 Update policies designed to address a variety of open space and
conservation resource issues specific to the County. The commenter is also directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, Comment I17-438, and Master
Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-443:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-444:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and
Master Response #7.

Response to Comment I17-445:
The commenter appears to request that the zoning ordinances referenced in ERM Implementation
Measure #7 be included in the General Plan. The intent of the various policies described
throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on the range
of future development that could occur throughout the planning timeframe of the draft General
Plan. General Plan policies are statements of general principles to guide future actions. They are
not intended to provide ordinance level of detail; please see Master Response #4 regarding
appropriate level of detail for a general plan. The timelines associated with Implementation
Measures are general guidelines for completion of the Work Plan, subject to available staff,
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financial resources and other considerations. Because implementation will take time and will be
costly, the County will need to prioritize Implementation Measures. See Goals and Policies
Report, Part I, pp. 1-11 – 1-12. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-446:
The commenter recommends revising Policy ERM-1.2. The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-1, I17-46, Comment I17-21, and Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-447:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-448:
The commenter expresses a general criticism regarding the enforceability of policies and
implementation measures. Please see Master Response #3 regarding enforceable policy language.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-449:
The commenter indicates that Policy ERM-1.4 (Protect Riparian Areas) is extremely important
and should be implemented quickly. As the commenter also notes, a number of implementation
measures would implement this policy (ERM Implementation Measures #5, #7 and #9). Please
note that Implementation Measure #8 implements Policy ERM-1.14. Please see the responses to
Comments I17-438 and Comment I17-439 regarding climate change.
The commenter indicates that mitigation banking programs to preserve natural resource lands are
feasible and have been established in many other jurisdictions, and that ERM Implementation
Measure #8 should be revised accordingly. ERM Implementation Measure #8 implements Policy
ERM-1.14 (Mitigation and Conservation Banking Program) which requires the County to support
the establishment and administration of a mitigation banking program; it is not necessary to revise
Implementation Measure #8 as suggested by the commenter. Please note that effective mitigation
banking programs often require coordination with other governmental entities, such as the Army
Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game. Policy ERM-1.14
recognizes the context in which such programs must be developed. The commenter’s suggestion
will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration. The commenter is also directed to
the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46, Comment I17-21, and Comment
I17-447.

Response to Comment I17-450:
The commenter expresses the commenter’s general opinion that Policy ERM-1.5 (Riparian
Management Plans and Mining Reclamation Plans and ERM Implementation Measure are of
equal importance to Policy ERM-1.4 and its implementing measures. Please see the response to
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Comment I17-445 regarding the level of detail appropriate for a general plan. The intent of the
various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide
broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur throughout the planning
timeframe of the draft General Plan. General Plan policies are statements of general principles to
guide future actions. They are not intended to provide ordinance level of detail. Please note that
the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) creates policy to assure that environmental
effects are prevented or minimized, the consideration is given to recreational activities, watersheds,
wildlife, range and forage and aesthetic enjoyment, and that mined lands are reclaimed to a
useable condition once mining is completed. Policy ERM-1.5 requires the County to provide
riparian resources and habitats in mining reclamation plans and other management plans. The
commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-451:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21, and Comment I17-440.

Response to Comment I17-452:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46, I17440, and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-453:
The timelines associated with Implementation Measures are general guidelines for completion of
the Work Plan, subject to available staff, financial resources and other considerations. Because
implementation will take time and will be costly, the County will need to prioritize
Implementation Measures. See Master Response #7 and Goals and Policies Report, Part I, pp. 111 – 1-12. Please see the response to Comment I17-449. The commenter is also directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-454:
The commenter does not address this recommendation to any specific impact evaluated in the
RDEIR. ERM Implementation Measure #10 is considered in the analysis of each Biological
Resource Impact. Please note that Individual Policies and Implementation Measures should not
be viewed in a vacuum but as part of the whole of the General Plan. The commenter is directed to
RDEIR Section 3.11 (Biological Resources). Impact analyses consider all of the applicable
Policies and Implementation Measures which are part of a comprehensive approach to managing
biological resources in the County. These are considered in context with existing Federal, State
and Local regulations. The RDEIR also identifies additional Mitigating Policies and
Implementation Measures to minimize significant impacts. The General Plan 2030 Update and
the RDEIR address plans and policies covering thousands of square miles in Tulare County; the
level of detail the commenter suggests is not feasible at this level of analysis; please see Master
Response #4 regarding level of detail a for the General Plan and programmatic nature of the
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RDEIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-455:
The commenter does not address this recommendation to any specific impact evaluated in the
RDEIR. ERM Implementation Measure #11 is considered in the analysis of each Biological
Resource Impact. Please see the response to Comment I17-454 for additional discussion
regarding impact analysis and level of detail. As discussed in the RDEIR, the approximately
6,000 acre Pixley National Wildlife Refuge, portions of which are located within the historic
Tulare Lake bed, provides a wintering area for migratory waterfowl as part of the Pacific Flyway
(RDEIR, pp. 2-2, 3.11-15, 3.11-19). The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-456:
This comment generally endorses Policy ERM-1.7 and ERM Implementation Measure #12, and
suggests that the language of the “Policy and the IM must be strengthened.”
Please see Master Response #3 and #7 regarding enforceable policy language. The commenter is
also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-457:
Policy ERM-1.8 and ERM Implementation Measure #9 are considered in the analysis of each
Biological Resource Impact. Impact analyses consider all of the applicable Policies and
Implementation Measures which are part of a comprehensive approach to managing biological
resources in the County, For example, policies ERM-1.1 through 1.8 and 1.12 require the County
to protect other key sensitive habitats (i.e., riparian, wetlands, and oak woodlands, etc.) by
encouraging future County growth outside these sensitive habitat areas and requiring buffer areas
between development projects and these areas. Policy ERM-1.14 directs the County to support
the establishment and administration of a mitigation banking program. Policies ERM-5.7 and
ERM-5.8 require the County to address development impacts to local waterways through the use
of lakefront and water bank vegetation buffers designed to protect habitats and the scenic quality
of local lakes and waterways (RDEIR, pp. 3.11-41 through 3.11-42). Please see the response to
Comment I17-454 for additional discussion regarding impact analysis and level of detail. Please
see Master Response #3 regarding enforceable policy language. The commenter is also directed
to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-458:
Revised Policy ERM-1.9 in the RDEIR is a proposed mitigation measure. If adopted, the text of
this mitigation measure would replace Policy ERM-1.9 as written in the Draft General Plan 2030
Update. The County considered various comment submitted on the previously proposed Draft
General Plan 2030 Update and prepared an updated plan for analysis in the RDEIR; please see
Master Response #2 for additional discussion. The proposed mitigating Policy ERM-1.9 includes
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language designed to preserve and protect biological resources “including those within and
adjacent to designated critical habitat, reserves, preserves, and other protected lands…” This
additional language strengthens the policy’s commitment to protecting critical and protected
biological resources.
The commenter also criticizes the absence of a specific Implementation Measure for this policy.
Implementation Measures are helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 for additional
discussion regarding implementation measures. Also, please see Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and level of detail appropriate for a general plan
EIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1 and Comment
I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-459:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #7 for additional discussion regarding implementation
measures. Also, please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan
policies and level of detail appropriate for a general plan EIR. General Plan policies and
implementation measures should be considered as part of a comprehensive system and should not
be viewed individually. These policies will be interpreted in relationship to the other goals,
policies, and implementation measures contained in the General Plan which provide additional
clarity on how they will be implemented and the goals and standards by which they will be
achieved. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-460:
Please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and level
of detail appropriate for a general plan EIR. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-461:
Please see Response to Comment I19-71. The commenter’s recommendation will be shared with
decision makers for their consideration. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-462:
Policy ERM-1.12 requires the County to support the conservation and management of oak
woodland communities. Policy ERM-1.12 and implementation measure #15 are considered in the
impact analyses for multiple resources areas in the RDEIR (e.g., Impact 3.1-4, Impact 3.1-5, and
Impact 3.4-3); the commenter does not direct this comment to any particular analysis. The
timelines associated with Implementation Measures are general guidelines for completion of the
Work Plan, subject to available staff, financial resources and other considerations. Because
implementation will take time and will be costly, the County will need to prioritize
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Implementation Measures. See Goals and Policies Report, Part I, pp. 1-11 – 1-12. The commenter
is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46, Comment I19-71 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-463:
The commenter indicates any reduction of natural oak woodland should be mitigated at a ratio of
at least 1:1. The commenter does not direct this comment specifically to any of the impact
analyses which include consideration of Policy ERM-1.12 and ERM Implementation Measure
#13 (see response to Comment I17-462); this response addresses the commenter’s proposed
mitigation ratio in general terms.
Please note that the General Plan consists of goals and policies that will guide future development
decisions. It does not include site-specific development proposals. General Plan policies and
mitigation measures should be consistent with the geographic scope of the project, population
size and density, fiscal and administrative capabilities, and economic, environmental, legal,
social, and technological factors (Government Code Sections 65300.9 and 65301(c); CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15143, 15146, 15151, and 15204). It is important for General Plan policies
and mitigation measures, which cover such a large and diverse area, to be flexible enough to
accommodate the individual environmental and planning needs of each area of the County.
Accordingly, this EIR proposes goals, policies, and mitigation measures at a programmatic level.
An attempt to examine impacts on a site-specific basis and to provide mitigation measures for
those project level impacts would be speculative given the lack of information about future sitespecific development .The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment
I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-464:
Policy HS-4.6 requires the County to monitor studies of pesticide use and the effects of pesticide
on residents and wildlife and require mitigation wherever feasible and appropriate. Current
knowledge and research does not provide a sound basis to analyze greenhouse gas effects of the
broad classes of compounds mentioned by the commenter, or methyl bromide, in particular; as
such, it would be speculative to attempt to do so. Please see Maser Response #4 regarding level
of detail for the General Plan and programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-465:
Please see discussion under Impact3.8-1 in the RDEIR regarding transportation, use or disposal
of hazardous materials; this discussion addresses the commenter’s general concerns regarding
pesticides and toxic chemicals generally, and identifies relevant policies in the proposed General
Plan 2030 Update. Please see Maser Response #4 regarding level of detail for the General Plan
and programmatic nature of the RDEIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-466:
Please see Master Response #3 regarding enforceable policy language. The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-467:
The timelines associated with Implementation Measures are general guidelines for completion of
the Work Plan, subject to available staff, financial resources and other considerations. Because
implementation will take time and will be costly, the County will need to prioritize
Implementation Measures. See Goals and Policies Report, Part I, pp. 1-11 – 1-12. The commenter
indicates that the Draft Habitat Conservation Plan referenced in ACFP Phase I documents could
serve as a basis for the mitigation banking program reference in ERM Implementation Measure #8
and Master Response #1. The Draft Habitat Conservation Plan referenced in the SCFP Phase I
documents was never adopted and thus cannot be used as the basis for a mitigation banking program.
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-468:
Please see Master Response #3 regarding implementation of the General Plan. Please also see
Response to Comment I17-137 for discussion of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter’s policy
recommendation will be forwarded to decision makers. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-469:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46,
Comment I17-468 and Comment I17-21. Please also see Master Response #3 and Government
Code Section 65400.

Response to Comment I17-470:
Implementation Measures are helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy.
Please see Maser Response #4 regarding level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic
nature of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 for
additional discussion of Implementation Measures.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-470, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-471:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-470, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. The County incorporated the ambient lighting standard
based on experience provided by its biological resource consultants familiar with the potential
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impacts resulting from changes in ambient conditions to habitats and species and on its review of
standards used by other jurisdictions to protect biological resources.

Response to Comment I17-472:
The commenter expresses concern that Policy ERM-1.16 would not be effective in reducing
impacts related to habitat conversion and fragmentation. The County supports the protection of
these and other open space areas through a variety of policies contained in the General Plan 2030
Update. The general plan focuses development in and around established community areas as
discussed in the response to Comment I5-5 and I5-6, with policies designed to cluster and support
infill development which would serve to protect and maintain habitat connectivity by limiting
development within larger open space areas (see also the response prepared for Comment A8-9). .
Additionally, the General Plan 2030 Update provides a number of policies and implementation
measures designed to directly protect sensitive species and habitats. Impact 3.11-4 of the RDEIR
analyzes potential impacts to wildlife corridors (i.e., habitat fragmentation, etc.) and identifies a
number of these policies (summarized below). Specifically, ERM-1.5 “Protect Riparian Areas”,
serves to protect a variety of riparian areas, in particular those associated with stream corridors
and waterways which support regional migratory corridors and preserve areas. Similarly, ERM1.12 “Management of Oak Woodland Communities” and ERM-5.15 “Open Space Preservation”
support habitat connectivity concerns. These policies not only support the preservation of open
space areas, but also work to maintain the habitat linkages necessary to address the issue of
climate change as evidenced by the commenter. See Master Response #3 for a discussion of
enforceable policy language.

Response to Comment I17-473:
The commenter asks why the County does not have a conservation plan to protect critical habitat
areas. Please note that critical habitat is a formal designation under the Federal Endangered
Species Act, which includes enforcement mechanisms. The County does not have the authority to
designate critical habitat. Coordination with federal authorities is an effective means to protect
critical habitat. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail for the General Plan
and programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-470, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-474:
Please see Master Response #1 and Master Response #2 regarding policy comments and the 2008
Draft General Plan and previous Draft EIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-475:
Timely recognition of mineral deposits would, along with other ERM policies allow the County
to prevent incompatible uses in adjacent areas. Please note that the intent of the various policies
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described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on
the range of future development that could occur throughout the planning timeframe of the draft
General Plan. General Plan policies are statements of general principles to guide future actions.
They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation measures. The proposed General
Plan 2030 Update is a policy document to provide a long term, comprehensive plan for the
physical development of the County. While the County strives to provide as much detail as
possible regarding the Mitigating Policies and Implementation Measures, some flexibility must be
maintained to provide a General Plan capable of covering 4,840 square miles. As a General Plan
EIR, the RDEIR does not examine impacts or identify mitigation on a site-specific basis and it
would be speculative to attempt given the lack of information about future site-specific
development. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-476:
Policy ERM-2.6 does not reduce or enlarge the County’s responsibilities as a lead agency under
CEQA, or permitting agency under SMARA. Policy ERM-2.13 includes provisions for financial
assurances. Please see Master Response #1 regarding policy comments. The commenter is
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-477:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-476, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-478:
The comment does not address the adequacy of analysis in the RDEIR. Please note that the intent
of the various policies described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to
provide broad guidance on the range of future development that could occur throughout the
planning timeframe of the draft General Plan. General Plan policies are statements of general
principles to guide future actions. They are not zoning ordinances or project-specific mitigation
measures. Please see Master Response #1 regarding policy comments. The commenter is also
directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-479:
Please see Master Response #1 regarding policy comments. Please see Master Response #3
regarding enforceable policy language. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared
for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-480:
Please see Master Response #4 and the response to Comment I17-478 regarding level of detail
and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-481:
Please see the response to Master Response #4 and Comment I17-478 regarding level of detail
and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. While the County strives to provide as much detail as
possible in the mitigation measures and policies, some flexibility must be maintained to provide a
General Plan capable of covering the County’s 4,840 square miles. The commenter is directed to
the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-482:
As the commenter notes, Policy ERM-2.13 provides for reclamation plans consistent with the
commenter’s recommendation in this comment. Policy ERM-2.11 also requires the County to
establish procedures to ensure compliance with conditions of approval on all active and idle
mines. Please see Master Response #4 and the response to Comment I17-478 regarding level of
detail and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response #1. The
commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-483:
Please note that ERM Implementation Measure #28 includes water quality among the resource
topics to be addressed through mining permit conditions. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-484:
Please note that ERM Implementation Measure #28 includes air quality among the resource
topics to be addressed through mining permit conditions, consistent the commenter’s suggestion.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-485:
Policy ERM-2.13 includes provisions for financial assurances, consistent with the commenter’s
recommendation. Implementation Measures are helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation
of each policy. The commenter is referred to Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72
for additional discussion regarding implementation measures. The commenter is also directed to the
responses prepared for CommentI17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-486:
The General Plan 2030 Update includes policies and implementation measures that address
mining reclamation plans, consistent with the commenter’s suggestion. See, for example, Policy
ERM-1.5 (Riparian Management Plans and Mining Reclamation Plans), Policy ERM-2.13
(SMARA Requirements) and ERM Implementation Measure #32 (providing for periodic review
of standard conditions of approval for surface mine and reclamation plans). The commenter is
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-487:
Please see Master Response #3 regarding enforceable policy language. The commenter is directed
to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-488:
This language in Policy ERM-2.13 refers to exemptions established under State law (i.e.,
SMARA). Please see Master Response #4 regarding level of detail and programmatic nature of
the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-489:
The commenter recommends revisions to Policy ERM-2.13 to eliminate references to exemptions
from SMARA. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. The County has no authority over State law.
Consequently, the County will not grant exemptions to SMARA unless they are consistent with
State law. No revisions to the policy are necessary.

Response to Comment I17-490:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-486, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-491:
Compliance with applicable laws is required, regardless of whether the General Plan 2030 Update
addresses this topic with an implementation measure. The commenter is directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-492:
The commenter does not provide details as to the types of environmental damage that annual
inspections would avoid. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-493:
Implementation Measures are helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy.
Please see Maser Response #4 regarding level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic
nature of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response #7 for additional discussion of Implementation
Measures. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-494:
This comment reiterates the commenter’s general concerns regarding enforceable policy
language. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-495:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. Please note that Policy EMR-3.1
requires that all mining operations in the County take precautions to avoid contamination,
consistent with the commenter’s recommendation regarding water quality. The County has taken
a proactive stance regarding GHG emissions and global warming and has prepared (and
circulated) a climate action plan as part of the General Plan 2030 Update. In addition, the General
Plan 2030 Update includes a number of policies and implementation measures designed to reduce
future GHG emissions. Please see RDEIR Chapter 3.6 for discussion of water quality, and
RDEIR Chapter 3.9 for a discussion of water supply. The commenter is directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-496:
The comment identifies specific activities and compounds at a level of detail beyond that required
for a general plan, or a general plan EIR. Please see Master Response #4 regarding level of
detail. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-497:
The commenter indicates that the same concerns expressed in Comments I17-495 and I17-496
applies to Policy ERM-3.4. Please see the responses to Comments I17-495 and Comment I17496. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I1746 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-498:
The commenter recommends revisions to Policy ERM-3.5. Because implementation will take
time and will be costly, the County will need to prioritize Implementation Measures. See Goals
and Policies Report, Part I, pp. 1-11 – 1-12. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared
for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. The second sentence under Policy
ERM-3.5 on page 8-14 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update is amended to read as follows:
Reclamation costs shall be borne by the mine operator, and guaranteed by financial assurances set
aside for restoration procedures [New Policy, MRPAC Goals, Policies, Implementation
Measures, and Development Standards, Goal F and associated policies].
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Response to Comment I17-499:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-500:
Please note that these policies and implementation measures are not yet part of the proposed
project (the Draft General Plan 2030 Update); rather, they are identified as mitigation measures in
the RDEIR. These are additional, new policies are intended to improve energy efficiency and
minimize wasteful use of energy. With implementation of these additional mitigating policies,
Impact 3.4-2 would be less than significant. If adopted, they would be become part of General
Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-501:
Please see Response to Comment I14-34 through 36 for discussion of energy conservation
measures.
The requested level of detail for required technologies is beyond that required for a general plan,
or a general plan EIR, and, over the life of the plan could limit the County’s ability to require new
and more efficient technologies.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-502:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-501, Comment I17-1,
Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-503:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-504:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-505:
The comment generally makes policy recommendations, but does not indicate that the RDEIR is
inadequate. Please note that the General Plan 2030 Update does not modify the already adopted
Animal Confinement Facilities Program (“ACFP”) as part of the Environmental Resources
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Management Element which controls dairy operations. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-506:
Implementation Measures are helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy.
The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-507:
As discussed in multiple responses to this comment letter, implementation measures are helpful,
but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy. The commenter is also directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-508:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Please also note that economic considerations in the comment are beyond the
scope of the RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).

Response to Comment I17-509:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-510:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-511:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-512:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-513:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Please also note that economic considerations in the comment are beyond the
scope of the RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).
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Response to Comment I17-514:
Please see the response to Comment I17-513. The commenter is directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-515:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-516:
Please see the response prepared for Comment I17-515.

Response to Comment I17-517:
The commenter criticizes the level of detail provided in the Background Report regarding
“neighborhood Play Lots.” The commenter is directed to RDEIR page 3.9-29 for the
Environmental Setting for Parks. The level of detail requested in the comment however is not
necessary. As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 “The description of the
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant
effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.”
However, in addition to the County, state and federal parks and recreational resources discussed
in the RDEIR in Chapter 3.9 (Public Services, Recreation Resources and Utilities), a number of
neighborhood parks, play lots, pocket parks and other recreation facilities are located within the
incorporated cities in the County. As these are operated and planned by individual cities these
facilities are not discussed further in the RDEIR. Please note that Policy ERM-5.6 provides that
neighborhood play lots (pocket parks) are encouraged as part of new subdivision applications as a
project amenity, but would not be included in the calculation of dedication requirements for
individual projects. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-518:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-519:
The commenter urges the County to increase the number of County-owned parks in accessible
locations, and expresses a general opinion that this would mitigate global warming; however, the
commenter does not provide any data or analysis in support of this conclusion. Parks and publicly
held open space within the County provide a range of uses addressing a variety of park-related
needs. The County has prepared a Draft Climate Action Plan (CAP). The County recognizes that
the most important role for the County in addressing climate change is through its land use
decisions as guided by the General Plan 2030 Update. The CAP will be most useful as a single
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document that provides a comprehensive collection of the County’s land use, transportation, and
conservation policies that combine to set Tulare County on a path to meeting greenhouse gas
emission reduction targets. Please note that the Climate Action Plan is an Implementation
Measure (AQ Implementation Measure #16). Please see Master Response #10 for discussion of
the Climate Action Plan. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-520:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-521:
The commenter requests revisions to ERM Implementation Measure #52. The commenter is
apparently mistaken regarding the correct number – the comment apparently refers to ERM
Implementation Measure #43. This comment generally restates the commenter’s concerns in
Comment I17-519 regarding parks and climate change. The commenter is also directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-522:
The commenter generally indicates agreement with the accuracy of the map of existing parks
presented in the Background Report (Figure 4-1). This figure also depicts the general location and
extent of national park and forest land (Kings Canyon/Sequoia National Park, Inyo National
Forest, and Sequoia National Forest).

Response to Comment I17-523:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-524:
Please note that Policy ERM-5.8 is one of twenty policies designed to meet Recreation and Open
Space Resources Goal ERM-5 (“To provide a parks, recreation and open space system that serves
the recreational needs of County residents and visitors, with special emphasis on recreation
related to Environmental Resources Management”). Policy ERM-5.8 provides guidance in
providing public access to watercourses, balanced with resource protection. Other ERM policies
under Goal ERM-1 (“To preserve and protect sensitive significant habitats, enhance biodiversity,
and promote healthy ecosystems throughout the County [New Goal]”) address protection of
riparian areas: e.g., Policies ERM-1.2, ERM-1.4 and EMR-1.5. Riparian habitats within the
County include montane riparian and valley foothill riparian, covering approximately 4,580 acres
of the County. Riparian habitats are important as migration corridors and for providing water,
thermal cover, nesting and feeding opportunities for wildlife. These policies do not establish a
minimum buffer distance, however, given the variety of riparian habitats and the locations in
which they occur in the County, wider or narrow buffers may be appropriate for individual
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projects. As discussed in the RDEIR (see pp. 3.11-35 through 3.11-38) under Impact 3.11-2,
impacts to sensitive natural communities would be significant. The RDEIR also identified
additional mitigating policies and implementation measures; however, because the General Plan
2030 Update would still result in the overall reduction of plant or wildlife species habitat despite
adoption of additional mitigating policies and implementation measures, this impact is considered
significant and unavoidable. The commenter’s suggested revision would not change this
conclusion.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-525:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21. ERM
Implementation Measure #44 on page 8-30 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update is amended
to read as follows: “The County shall develop shoreline development standards regulating uses
along water courses and waterways, such as well drilling, location of septic tanks, building
setbacks, lot sizes, public access, and encouragement of protection of scenic and recreational
assets in conformance with Government Code §66478.11(a)…”

Response to Comment I17-526:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-527:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-528:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-529:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-530:
Background Report Figure 4-1, Existing Parks provides information relevant to the commenter’s
interest in the location and extent of park and open space lands; please see the response to
Comment I17-522. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-531:
Please note that the Climate Action Plan is an Implementation Measure (AQ Implementation
Measure #16). Please see Master Response #10 for discussion of the Climate Action Plan. The
commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-532:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-533:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-534:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-535:
The level of detail requested by commenter is beyond that required in a general plan or a general
plan EIR. Discussion and analysis in the RDEIR of existing conditions, the proposed project, and
impacts related to the need or use of park and recreation facilities is adequate (see Response to
Comment I17-517). Implementation of the proposed project would increase the overall demand
on park and recreation-related activities and facilities in the County. Future growth under the
proposed project is expected to generate additional demand on these types of services and
facilities, increasing the County’s costs to build and maintain new facilities and programs and
personnel. The additional costs would be offset through increased revenue, and fees on new
development. In addition, future projects would be reviewed on an individual basis and required
to comply with requirements (including impact fees) in effect at the time building permits are
issued. Additionally, policy ERM-5.13 “Funding For Recreational Areas and Facilities” and
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures #1, #2, and #3 provide for the necessary
funding mechanisms to provide additional or expanded services for new development. Analysis
in the RDEIR concludes that this impact (Impact 3.9-9) would be significant, and identifies an
additional implementation measure to reduce this impact to less than significant. PFS
Implementation Measure #3 requires the County to develop and adopt an impact fee program for
new development to provide financing mechanisms to ensure the provision, operation, and ongoing maintenance of appropriate public facilities and services, including (but not limited to)
recreational facilities.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-536:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-537:
The commenter indicates that the County should place a high priority on preservation of open
space. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I1746 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-538:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-539:
The commenter’s concerns focus on open space lands that are available to the public. This
impact is analyzed under Impact 3.9-9. With mitigation, this impact is less than significant and
additional or revised mitigation as the commenter suggests is not required. However, the
commenter’s suggestion will be shared with decision makers. The commenter is also directed to
the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-540:
Please see the responses to Comments I17-461 through Comment I17-463 regarding the
commenter’s concerns about oak woodlands. Please note that the Climate Action Plan is an
Implementation Measure (AQ Implementation Measure #16). Please see Master Response #10 for
discussion of the Climate Action Plan. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared
for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-541:
This comment also reiterates the commenter’s concerns regarding enforceability. Please note that
analysis in the RDEIR considered the effects of additional illumination as would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the County (Impact 3.1-5), and as would have a substantial adverse
effect on special status species (Impact 3.11-1). Many of the goals and policies that would address
the effects of additional illumination are presented at pp 3.1-32, and 3.11-34 in the RDEIR. In addition
new, required additional Mitigating Policies were identified for these impacts. Policies LU-7.18
(Lighting), LU-7.19 (Minimize Lighting Impacts) would reduce adverse effects on day or
nighttime views; Policy ERM-1.15 as a requires the County to ensure that lighting associated
with new development or facilities be designed to prevent artificial light from illuminating
adjacent natural areas at a level greater than one foot candle above ambient conditions would
reduce impacts to special status species. Such restrictions appear to be consistent with the
commenter’s suggestion in this comment. Please note that, despite additional mitigating policies,
these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. The commenter is directed to discussion and
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analysis in the RDEIR in Chapter 3.1 (Land Use and Aesthetics) and Chapter 3.11 (Biological
Resources) and Response to Comments I19-33 and I19-35 for additional information. The
commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-542:
The level of detail requested by the commenter is beyond that required in a general plan or a
general plan EIR. Please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail
for a general plan and a programmatic EIR. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared
for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-543:
Policies and implementation measures are identified as mitigation (i.e., “Required Additional
Mitigating Policies and Implementation Measures”) in the RDEIR. However, if adopted, they
would be become part of General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-544:
Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of enforceable policy language. Please note that
despite additional mitigating policies ERM-6.2, ERM-6.3, and ERM-6.6, Impact 3.12-1 would be
significant and unavoidable (RDEIR, p. 3.12-19.) The commenter is also directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-545:
Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of enforceable policy language. As discussed in
multiple responses to comments, implementation measures are helpful, but not necessary to
ensure implementation of each policy. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-546:
The revisions suggested by the commenter are not necessary to make this policy effective; please
see Master Response #3 for discussion of enforceable policy language. The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-547:
Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of enforceable policy language. Because
implementation will take time and will be costly, the County will need to prioritize
Implementation Measures; please see Master Response #7 for additional discussion .The
commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-548:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The CLG program is discussed in
the Background Report (p.9-45) and the RDEIR (pp. 3.12-2 – 3.12-3). Please see Master
Response #1. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-549:
These implementation measures are identified in the RDEIR as Required Additional Mitigation
and Implementation Measures for Impact 3.12-2 (RDEIR pp. 3.12-20 through 3.12-23). If
adopted, they would be become part of implementation program for General Plan 2030 Update.
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-550:
General Plan 2030 Update policies and implementation measures should not be reviewed
individually. They were designed to be part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General
Plan 2030 Update) and function in relation to other goals, policies, and implementation measures
in the General Plan 2030 Update. In other words, individual policies were not designed (and
cannot be expected) to function as individual mitigation measures and cannot be analyzed as
such. Rather, groups of policies and implementation measures work together to mitigate impacts.
Thus, ERM Implementation Measure #55A should be read in context. Please see Impact
Analysis 3.12-2 in the RDEIR (RDEIR pp. 3.12-20 through 3.12-23). To the extent commenter is
requesting details regarding future, individual development projects, the RDEIR does not
examine impacts or identify mitigation on a site-specific basis and it would be speculative to
attempt given the lack of information about future site-specific development. The commenter is
also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-549, Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-551:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-552:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-553:
As discussed in multiple responses to comments, implementation measures are helpful, but not
necessary to ensure implementation of each policy. The commenter is directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46, Comment I17-21, and I19-72.
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Response to Comment I17-554:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-555:
Policies AG-1.15 (Soil Productivity), ERM-1.2 (Development in Environmentally Sensitive
Areas), ERM-5.20 (Allowable Uses on Timber Production Lands), ERM-7.2 (Soil Productivity)
are examples of policies that are consistent with the commenter’s recommendation that the
County should provide policy guidance to protect soils. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-550, Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I1721. As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum
but as part of the whole General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-556:
The commenter recommends revising ERM Implementation Measure #52 to include the topics
the commenter identifies in Comment I17-555, and Comment I17-556. The commenter is
directed to the responses prepared for Comments I17-555 and Comment I17-556. The
commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-557:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-558:
The level of detail requested by the commenter is beyond that required in a general plan or a
general plan EIR. The RDEIR does not examine impacts or identify mitigation on a site-specific
basis and it would be speculative to attempt given the lack of information about future sitespecific development. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-559:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-560:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1.
Commenter’s suggestions, opinions, and questions regarding the General Plan 2030 Update are
noted. However, comments on the General Plan that do not address the adequacy of the RDEIR
do not require responses (CEQA Guidelines, §15204). To the extent that Comments I17-561

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-289

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

through I17-651 do not address the adequacy of the RDEIR, commenter is referred to the
response prepared for Comment I17-1, I17-21, and I17-46.

Response to Comment I17-561:
Comment noted. Every effort was made to make the RDEIR a reader-friendly document and to
fulfill the informational purpose of CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines, §15121). The RDEIR was
prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences
in light of what is reasonably feasible (CEQA Guidelines, §15151). “[T]he adequacy of an EIR is
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the
project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research,
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines
§15204(a)). The information and organization in the RDEIR represents the lead agency’s good
faith effort at full disclosure without overwhelming the reader with technical and specialized
analysis and data (CEQA Guidelines, § 15151, 15147, 15148). See Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-562:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-21. The RDEIR analyzes
the environmental impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update, in accordance with CEQA

Response to Comment I17-563:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-564:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-565:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-566:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-567:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-568:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-569:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-570:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-571:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-572:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-573:
Comment noted. Every effort was made to make the RDEIR a reader-friendly document and to
fulfill the informational purpose of CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines, §15121). The RDEIR was
prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences
in light of what is reasonably feasible (CEQA Guidelines, §15151). “[T]he adequacy of an EIR is
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the
project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research,
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines,
§15204(a)). The information and organization in the RDEIR represents the lead agency’s good
faith effort at full disclosure without overwhelming the reader with technical and specialized
analysis and data (CEQA Guidelines, §15151, 15147, 15148). See Master Response#3 and #4
regarding the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Lastly,
please note that economic and social effects are not environmental impacts and need not be
analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, §15131).

Response to Comment I17-574:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-575:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-576:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-577:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-578:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-579:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-580:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-581:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-582:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-583:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-584:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-585:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-586:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-587:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-588:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-589:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-590:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-591:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-592:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-593:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-594:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-595:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-596:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-597:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-598:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-599:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-600:
The RDEIR analyzes the impacts of the proposed project on air quality, including the impacts of
the County’s agricultural activities on air quality in Section 3.3. The RDEIR was prepared with a
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences in light of what
is reasonably feasible (CEQA Guidelines, §15151). See Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
enforceable policy language and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-601:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-602:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-603:
See Master Response #10 for a discussion of the County’s Climate Action Plan. The commenter
is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-604:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-605:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-606:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-607:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-608:
Comment noted. Every effort was made to make the RDEIR a reader-friendly document and to
fulfill the informational purpose of CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines, §15121). The RDEIR was
prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences
in light of what is reasonably feasible (CEQA Guidelines, §15151). “[T]he adequacy of an EIR is
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the
project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research,
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines,
§15204(a)). The information and organization in the RDEIR represents the lead agency’s good
faith effort at full disclosure without overwhelming the reader with technical and specialized
analysis and data (CEQA Guidelines, § 15151, 15147, 15148). See Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Lastly,
please note that economic and social effects are not environmental impacts and need not be
analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, §15131). The commenter is directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-609:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-608.

Response to Comment I17-610:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-608.
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Response to Comment I17-611:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-608.

Response to Comment I17-612:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-608.

Response to Comment I17-613:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-608.

Response to Comment I17-614:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-608.

Response to Comment I17-615:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-616:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The sentence in AQ-1.3 states: “Applicants shall be required to propose
alternatives as part of the State CEQA process that reduce air emissions and enhance, rather than
harm, the environment.” This means that applicants proposing projects that require an EIR must
propose alternatives, as set forth in the CEQA statute and Guidelines (Pub. Res. Code, §§21000 et
seq; Cal. Code Regs. §§15000 et seq.).The overall intent of the policy is to reinforce the need to
evaluate alternatives when conducting the CEQA analysis for applicable projects. Furthermore,
the policy is intended to reinforce the intent of the alternatives analysis to seek alternative that
reduce or minimize the significant environmental impacts associated with a particular project, in
this case air quality impacts. The policy does not require the County to select the alternative that
would minimize cumulative air quality impacts. Additionally, an alternative that minimizes
cumulative air quality impacts may not necessarily be the environmentally superior alternative
overall. Additionally, CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide
environmental benefits, or a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks (CEQA
Guidelines, §15093). The agency may find that these benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects. (Id.).

Response to Comment I17-617:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-618:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-619:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-620:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-621:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-622:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-623:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #10 regarding the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-624:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #10 regarding the Climate Action Plan.
Additionally, the commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-625:
See Master Response #3 for a discussion of enforceable policy language. AQ Implementation
Measure #17 is intended to implement policies AQ-1.7, AQ-1.8, and AQ-1.9 (see page 3.4-38 and
3.4-39 of the RDEIR).

Response to Comment I17-626:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The RDEIR discusses numerous measures designed to reduce GHG emissions in Tulare County
(see RDEIR Section 3.4, Response to Comment A8-11, and Master Response #10). AQ-1.9 was
added to the suite of county-specific measures in order to further reduce GHG emissions. Please
see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding implementation of the General Plan and the appropriate
level of detail.
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Response to Comment I17-627:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-628:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-629:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-630:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-631:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-632:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-633:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-634:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The General Plan 2030 Update includes numerous policies designed to address
climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth. Please see RDEIR pages 3.4-33 through
3.4-38 and the response prepared for Comment A8-11.

Response to Comment I17-635:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The General Plan 2030 Update includes numerous policies designed to address
climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth. Please see RDEIR pages 3.4-33 through
3.4-38 and the response prepared for Comment A8-11.
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Response to Comment I17-636:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The General Plan 2030 Update includes numerous policies designed to address
climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth. Please see RDEIR pages 3.4-33 through
3.4-38 and the response prepared for Comment A8-11.

Response to Comment I17-637:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-638:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The General Plan 2030 Update includes numerous policies designed to address
climate change, energy efficiency, and smart growth. Please see RDEIR pages 3.4-33 through
3.4-38 and the response prepared for Comment A8-11.

Response to Comment I17-639:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-640:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-641:
CEQA only requires impacts to be mitigated to the extent feasible, given economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4; 15364).
In the event that it is infeasible to pave new roads, the policy provides that funding for roadway
maintenance shall be adequately addressed and secured. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-642:
Implementation Measure #6 clearly states that water trucks shall be provided at “refuse sites to
stabilize unpaved roads to prevent fugitive dust emissions.” Implementation Measure #14 also
implements AQ-4.3. It requires “adequate watering and dust control measures to prevent visible
emissions . . . from construction sites and roads.” Together these measures implement AQ-4.3.
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-643:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Please see Response to Comment I11-70 for discussion
of wood burning fireplaces and agricultural burning

Response to Comment I17-644:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-645:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-646:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, please see IM #15, which implements AQ4.6.

Response to Comment I17-647:
Comment noted; clerical correction is made. The commenter is directed to the response prepared
for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-648:
The Animal Confinement Facilities Plan (ACFP) amendment is on a separate track and is not part
of the General Plan 2030 Update. The policies identified by the commenter related to dairies and
feedlots will be evaluated during ACFP amendment review. The commenter is referred to the
responses prepared for comments I11-73 and Comment I17-205 for additional information
regarding dairy related issues and impacts.

Response to Comment I17-649:
It is unclear which CARB measures commenter is referring to. However, the County reviewed
and consulted a number of resources that have been developed to help jurisdictions address climate
change, energy efficiency, and smart growth issues, including guidance provided by the California Air
Pollution Control Officers’ Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans (June 2009). The
County has incorporated many of the concepts as policies and implementation measures in the
General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is directed to Master Response #10 and to pages 3.4-33
through 3.4-38 of the RDEIR which provides a summary of key General Plan 2030 Update policies
that would implement or support the measures recommended by the Attorney General for addressing
global warming in general plans. Further, commenter is directed to the response prepared for
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-650:
Development within the County must comply with federal, state, and local regulatory and
statutory requirements. In some cases, these regulatory and statutory requirements result in the
avoidance of significant impacts under CEQA. In cases where compliance would result in lessthan-significant impacts, no further mitigation is needed under CEQA (see City of Long Beach v.
Los Angeles Unified School District (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 913, 914 [discussing
compliance with Safe School Plan requirements under Education Code Sections 32282 et seq. to
help avoid hazardous material impacts]; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202
Cal.App.3d 296, 308 [“compliance (with environmental regulations) would indeed avoid
significant environmental effects”]; see also CEQA Guidelines Sections 15002(h)(3),
15064(h)(3), and 15130(c.)). In some cases, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable
even with compliance with all applicable regulatory and statutory requirements. In this case,
CEQA requires additional mitigation, beyond statutory and regulatory requirements, if feasible
(CEQA Guidelines §15126.4). The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-651:
The purpose of a General Plan is not to re-state all the regulatory and statutory requirements
applicable to development in the County, it is to provide broad policy guidance to shape
development in the County. Development within the County must comply with federal, state, and
local regulatory and statutory requirements in addition to the General Plan. Therefore it is not
necessary to reiterate these requirements in the General Plan. Policies and impacts related to
agricultural dust are addressed in RDEIR section 3.3.

Response to Comment I17-652:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-653:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-654:
The SJVAB’s attainment/nonattainment status for all criteria pollutants is clearly disclosed and
discussed in RDEIR section 3.3. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-655:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-656:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-19.

Response to Comment I17-657:
Comment noted. The Background Report was prepared using the best available data at the time of
its publication. The base year for data collection varies by resource topic and depends on the
availability of data by the various organizations and agencies responsible for collection and
presentation of their specific data. The data provided is adequate to serve as a baseline against
which impacts can be analyzed. The commenter is referred to the text of the RDEIR for analysis
of environmental impacts. Commenter is referred to Master Response #4 for a description of the
level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. However the summary in
the revised RDEIR is more up to date.

Response to Comment I17-658:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-657.

Response to Comment I17-659:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-657.

Response to Comment I17-660:
A description of the health effects associated with air quality contaminants in Table 3.3-1 of the
RDEIR. The RDEIR adequately indicates that Valley Fever is an air quality and health concern in
the project area because it can cause pulmonary infections in humans and other mammals (see
RDEIR page 3.3-6). The RDEIR indicates that the transmission of Valley Fever occurs mostly
through naturally occurring winds, as well as dust storms blowing “infected” dust (dust
containing Valley Fever fungus spores) from the surrounding foothills into cities. The cause of
Valley Fever is most prevalent in undisturbed soils. Since the valley portion of Tulare County is
preponderantly disturbed agricultural land, the risk of infection due to development on
agricultural land is considered low. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-661:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #5 regarding land use designations and build-out
assumptions of the proposed project. In addition, see Master Response #9 regarding the range of
alternatives evaluated in the RDEIR, with varying development patterns.

Response to Comment I17-662:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #5 regarding land use designations and build-out
assumptions of the proposed project. In addition, commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for
a discussion of the commenter-proposed “Healthy Growth Alternative.”
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Response to Comment I17-663:
The methodology section on pages 3.3-16 through 3.3-17 of the RDEIR clearly state the
assumptions used in the analysis. In addition, the modeling assumptions and detailed emission
calculations are provided in Appendix D of the RDEIR. The RDEIR incorporates the best
available data for dairy-related emissions, which as clearly indicated in the RDEIR includes
emissions-related data for the 2007 to 2020 time period. The commenter is also directed to the
information provided in Table 3.3-5 of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-664:
The terms “very large” and “very intense” come from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts and are undefined in that
document. The document indicates that “[t]he SJVAPCD will advise lead agencies on
quantification procedures and significance on a case by case basis” (SJVAPCD, Guide for
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, page 24 (2002); available at
http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/
GAMAQI%20Jan%202002%20Rev.pdf ). Pages 3.3-18 and 3.3-19 indicate that some future
large-scale construction activity could exceed SJVAPCD adopted thresholds for some criteria
pollutant exposure, with actual significance to be determined for individual projects on a projectby- project basis as future development applications are submitted. It should also be noted that the
impact analysis goes on to described the various County policies and SJVAPCD regulations that
would be implemented to ensure that construction-related impacts are kept at less than significant
levels consistent with construction-related impacts for current projects. These policies with
measures are described below.

Response to Comment I17-665:
ROG and PM10 are criteria pollutants. The proposed project would result in a significant
increase in ROG and PM10. The variation in language quoted by commenter is a distinction
without a difference. They mean the same thing. The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-666:
The impact conclusions referenced by the commenter are consistent with terminology used in the
preparation of environmental compliance documents prepared in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines. No further change recommended.

Response to Comment I17-667:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-21 and I17-22. The
commenter suggests that the DEIR should state that construction will occur every day of the
week, five days a week, at least for eight hours. This proposed addition is not required. The
RDEIR is a programmatic document and, as appropriate, estimated air quality emissions and
modeled off-road emissions (see Appendix D). Project level construction schedules and
emissions will be “determined on a project-by-project basis as future development applications
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are submitted” (RDEIR, p. 3.3-19). “Off-road emissions were calculated using CARB’s
OFFROAD2007 Model and represent 2007 emissions. The off-road model captures emissions
from various types of off-road equipment, including agricultural, construction, lawn and garden
and off-road recreation, which includes equipment from hedge trimmers to cranes. Using the offroad model, analysts generated a tons per-day average for all off-road equipment, using a
“Monday-Sunday” averaging period and “Annual” as the month or season. To obtain an annual
estimate for 2007, this number was multiplied by 365. The model estimates emissions for all offroad mobile sources in Tulare County, including unincorporated and incorporated areas. Because
the scope of this analysis includes unincorporated areas only, total County emissions were
allocated to unincorporated Tulare County based on the percent of the population that live in
unincorporated Tulare County in 2007. For 2030 emissions, the 2007 emissions values were
assumed to increase in accordance with the job growth rate (10.5 percent)” (see RDEIR page 3.3-17).

Response to Comment I17-668:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please also see Master Responses #3 and #7 for additional discussion of the use and specificity of
implementation measures. To the extent the commenter references the 2008 Draft EIR, please
see Master Response #2. Commenter is incorrect in alleging that mitigation measures are
deficient because they do not strongly and specifically address vehicle emissions. Commenter is
referred to measures AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management, AQ-2.2 Indirect Source
Review, AQ 2.3 Transportation and Air Quality, AQ 2.4 Transportation Management
Associations, AQ-2-5 Ridesharing and AQ Implementation Measure #8. Please refer to the
Mitigation Policies and Implementation Measures on DEIR p. 3.3-20 which includes measures
that address the concern for compact development and infrastructure.

Response to Comment I17-669:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Information on the health effects of criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants are provided in
RDEIR Table 3.3-1. Public health impacts of global warming impacts are provided in County of
Tulare, 2010 Background Report, pp. 8-81, referenced in RDEIR p. 3.4-15. The other potential
impacts of Global Climate Change are discussed on RDEIR, pp. 3.4-15-19.

Response to Comment I17-670:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Regarding differences between the 2008 and 2010 Tables, please see Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-671:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Regarding differences between the 2008 and 2010 Tables, please see Master Response #2. For
methane and ammonia emissions discussion related to dairy, please see RDEIR on 3.3-26 and 415. Ammonia and methane emissions are discussed in depth in RDEIR 3.3 and 3.4 (See, for
example, 3.3-25-26 and 3.4-24.) For measures to reduce methane see measures I-5, RW-1, RW-
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2, A-1. The current General Plan includes the already adopted ACFP as part of the Environmental
Resources Management Element which controls dairy operations. The General Plan 2030 Update
does not modify the ACFP.

Response to Comment I17-672:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Both the Air Quality and Global Climate Change chapters discuss SJVAPCD’s Rule 4570. The
commenter states that the RDEIR does not state that Rule 4570 applies only to very large
facilities. In fact, the regulatory dairy threshold for Rule 4570 is 500 milking cows. The
commenter is referred to SJVAPCD web site for Rule 4570:
http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/R4570_1010.pdf.

Response to Comment I17-673:
The commenter quotes the RDEIR, but does not provide comments on the adequacy of the
RDEIR. No response is required.

Response to Comment I17-674:
The details of how, when, and by whom the mitigation measures will be implemented, will be
presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP is adopted at
the time of project approval/findings (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) and 15097).

Response to Comment I17-675:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-674.

Response to Comment I17-676:
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the County has not made a good faith effort in locating
new growth and development. The commenter is directed to Mitigation Policies and
Implementation Measures on RDEIR p. 3.3-21 which outlines the air quality and land use
measures designed to address the land use issues raised in this comment. See, for example, smart
land use planning and design measures AQ-3.1Location of Support Services, AQ-3.2 Infill Near
Employment, AQ3.3 Street Design, AQ-3.4 Landscape, AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design, AQ
3.6 Mixed Land Uses, and AQ Implementation Measures #11 and #12. See also, polices
designed to encourage commit and social growth while retaining quality of life standards: LU1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities, LU-1.2 Innovative Development, LU-1.3 Prevent
Incompatible Uses, LU-1.4, Compact Development, LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development. The
commenter is also directed to the Land Use and Environmental Resource Management measures
provided in RDEIR Table on 3.1-20. The commenter is also directed to Section 3.10 of the
RDEIR, Agricultural Resources, which directly addresses discouraging the conversion of
agricultural land. The Significance Criteria includes: “The proposed project would result in a
significant impact if it would: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown of the maps prepared pursuant to Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources agency, to non-agricultural use.” (RDEIR
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p.3.10-10) The details of how, when, and by whom the mitigation measures will be implemented,
will be presented in detail in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The
MMRP is adopted at the time of project approval (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) and
15097).

Response to Comment I17-677:
The commenter provides only a general comment on the RDEIR. No response is required.

Response to Comment I17-678:
The commenter makes a general comment regarding baseline. The only specific reference is to
air quality. Baseline is discussed on RDEIR page 3-5 and in the individual resource sections
under the heading “Environmental Setting.” Please see Response to Comment I17-669 regarding
RDEIR discussion of health impacts. CEQA does not require an analysis of costs of programs
(see, San Francisco Ecology Ctr. v City & County of San Francisco (1975) 48 Cal.App.3d 584, 595).

Response to Comment I17-679:
The potential for Growth Inducement is analyzed in RDEIR p. 5-1 to 5-2 and Indirect Impacts in
RDEIR 5-1. The impacts of growth in air quality are addressed in 3.3 and greenhouse gases in 3.4.

Response to Comment I17-680:
The commenter is incorrect in alleging that the RDEIR does not “analyze the extent to which the
proposed project will comment non-renewable resources such as agricultural land, scenic
landscapes, wetlands and riparian areas to urban uses that future generations will probably be
unable to reverse.” The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-676
regarding conversion of farmland. A variety of other policies from the Land Use, Scenic
Landscapes, Agriculture, Environmental Resource Management, and Public Facilities & Services
Elements promote community cohesiveness by encouraging the placement of compatible land
uses (see Policies LU-1.3, LU-3.6, LU-3.8 and LU-5.4), the use of buffers to minimize a variety
of negative land use impacts (see Policies LU-5.6, LU-6.2, AG-1.11, and ERM-1.8), and the
development of environmentally sensitive land uses (i.e., minimal soil erosion, groundwater
recharge soil areas, maximum use of beneficial vegetation, etc.) within existing open space areas
(see Policies LU-1.1, ERM-1.2, LU-7.2, SL-3.2). Additionally, Policies PFS-9.2, PFS-9.3 and
PFS-9.4 call for the future placement of utility corridors that do not affect the economic use of
adjacent properties or result in the division of an existing neighborhood area. (RDEIR p.3.1-10).
RDEIR Section 3.11 specifically addresses preserving wetlands. The RDEIR: includes the
following measures and policies: Policies designed to protect sensitive habitats from the impacts
of future development in Tulare County ERM-1.1 Protection of Rare and Endangered Species,
ERM-1.2 Development in Environmentally Sensitive Areas, ERM-1.3 Encourage Cluster
Development, ERM-1.4 Protect Riparian Areas, ERM-1.5 Riparian Management Plans and
Mining, Reclamation Plans ,ERM-1.6 Management of Wetlands, ERM-1.7 Planting of Native
Vegetation, ERM-1.8 Open Space Buffers, ERM-1.9 Coordination of Management on Adjacent
Lands, ERM-1.12 Management of Oak Woodland Communities, ERM-1.13 Pesticides, ERM-
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1.14 Mitigation and Conservation Banking Program, ERM-5.8 Watercourse Development, ERM5.15 Open Space Preservation, and ERM Implementation Measures #2, #5, #7, #8, #9, #10, #11,
#13, #14, and #54. See also, Implementation Measures designed to identify and mitigate the
impact of development on key biological resources: ERM Implementation Measure #3, ERM
Implementation Measure #4 and ERM Implementation Measure #6. Policies designed to
preserve and maintain biological resources within the Foothill Growth Management Plan include
the following: FGMP-4.1 Identification of Environmentally Sensitive Areas, FGMP-5.1 Protect
Agricultural Lands, FGMP-8.1 Riparian Area Development, FGMP-8.5 Protection of Lakes,
FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal, FGMP-8.13 Use of Native Landscaping, FGMP-8.14
Identification of Wildlife, and FGMP-8.19 Preservation of Unique Features (RDEIR 3.11-34).

Response to Comment I17-681:
Table 3 of the General Plan 2030 Update’s Climate Action Plan (pp. 22-23) includes the Global
Warming Potential of GHGs and describes the lifetime of the gases. For example, Table 3 notes
that HFC lifetime ranges from 1 to 260 years.

Response to Comment I17-682:
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of New Towns. Furthermore, the General
Plan Framework describes the creation of community and hamlet growth boundaries, defines
parameters for growth in unincorporated areas outside of these locations, including guidance on
new towns (RDEIR 2-9). Key policy changes in the document include new criteria for evaluating
impacts of proposals (RDEIR 2-14). The new town must demonstrate a fiscally neutral or
positive impact on the County and must demonstrate access to water and have a balanced mix of
land uses (Policy and Measure PF-5.2). In addition no new towns would be allowed on important
farmland unless equivalent capacity is transferred from County Adopted City Urban
Development Boundaries (CACUDB) or Hamlet Development Boundaries (HDB) through
mechanisms such as purchase and transfer of development rights to offset the loss of important
farmland (RDEIR 4-32).

Response to Comment I17-683:
The commenter does not make a specific comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR. Please see
Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I17-684:
The commenter incorrectly questions the assumption in the EMFAC 2007 model that there will
be a clean mix of vehicles in the future and alleges that population growth wipes out any gains
and that diesel vehicles are kept for longer periods of time. EMFAC 2007 is a reliable model that
is approved for use by CARB and the state’s air districts. The modeling takes into account
population growth and the phasing out of automobiles, light trucks, and diesel trucks.
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Response to Comment I17-685:
The details of how, when, and by whom the mitigation measures will be implemented, will be
presented in detail in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP is
adopted at the time of project approval (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) and 15097). Please
see Master Response #3 and #7.

Response to Comment I17-686:
The commenter makes general statements regarding the effectiveness of the policies and
measures and implementation strategies. No examples are provided. The commenter is directed to
the response prepared for Comment I17-685.

Response to Comment I17-687:
The commenter makes general statements regarding the effectiveness of the policies and
measures and implementation strategies. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for
Comment I17-685.

Response to Comment I17-688:
The commenter provides a recommendation regarding a new policy for the General Plan 2030
Update. This recommendation will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Response to Comment I17-689:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I21-126.

Response to Comment I17-690:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2 regarding differences between the 2008 DEIR
and 2010 RDEIR. In the RDEIR, odors are analyzed under Impact 3.3-5 on pages 3.3-27 to 3.328. Regarding size thresholds, SJVACPD screening distance for dairy odors is one mile. Within
that distance, see SJVAPCD’s Guide for assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (2002)
ACFP Policies #’s 4 and 5 prohibit establishment of new facilities within established windshields
of urban areas, concentrations of residences, public parks and schools.

Response to Comment I17-691:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-690 and Comment I11-73
for a description of how odor and other impacts related to dairies were addressed in the RDEIR.
Additionally, the commenter is directed to Section 3.3 of the ACFP, which describes the
monitoring program. It can be found at:
http://www.co.tulare.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=4406. The location of the
facilities is provided in the Tulare County Draft Phase I Animal Confinement Supplemental
Program EIR, Figure 3-1, Tulare County Dairy Land Map. The Supplemental Program EIR
discusses the impact on sensitive receptors on pp.3-19 to 3-10.
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Response to Comment I17-692:
The commenter is directed to the County’s Climate Action Plan, pp. 11-15 which explains the
County’s 26.2 percent reduction target. That target is consistent with AB 32 and the California
Air Resources Board’s Scoping Plan.

Response to Comment I17-693:
The commenter incorrectly states that the emissions analysis covers only mobile on road vehicle
emissions and dairy and feedlot emissions. Off-road vehicle emissions are summarized in Table
3.3-5 and reported in detail in RDEIR, Appendix D, Air Quality Modeling Data, pp. 8-13.
Emissions for the following categories vehicles and equipment are included: recreational,
construction and mining, lawn and gardening, light commercial, logging, industrial, agricultural,
airport ground support, transport refrigeration, military tactical support, entertainment, rail yard
operations, and pleasure craft.

Response to Comment I17-694:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2 for a discussion of the differences between the
2008 DEIR and the 2010 RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-695:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2 for a discussion of the differences between the
2008 DEIR and the 2010 RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-696:
The health impacts of emissions are discussed in RDEIR 3.3-3 to 3.3-6. While CEQA does not
require cost benefit analysis of projects (see San Francisco Ecology Ctr. v City & County of San
Francisco (1975) 48 Cal.App.3d 584, 595). Table 3.3-1 provides a list of other emission “quality
of life impacts” , including, for example, vegetation and property damage. The commenter
incorrectly states that the County has failed to prepare a GHG Reduction Plan. The County has, in
fact, prepared a detailed Climate Action Plan, which once adopted, will become and
implementation Measure for the General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter states that the
RDEIR does not provide details of SJVAPCD’s Rules regarding animal confinement. The
commenter is directed to RDEIR Impact 3.3-5. The commenter is also directed to Response to
Comment I17-669.

Response to Comment I17-697:
The details of how, when, and by whom the mitigation measures will be implemented, will be
presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP is adopted at
the time of project approval (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) and 15097).

Response to Comment I17-698:
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment I17-699:
The suggested additional topics are addressed in different elements of the General Plan 2030
Update. As the commenter acknowledges, air quality is addressed in Chapter 9, and water quality
is addressed in Chapter 11 of the Goals and Policies Report. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the RDEIR. Please note that the Existing Conditions Overview subsections provide
an overview, but not every detail of existing conditions. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-700:
The Existing Conditions Overview at pp. 10-2 - 10-3 of the Goals and Policies Report, Part I
acknowledges that Tulare County has a long history of flooding, and acknowledges that flooding
events in Earlimart and Cutler-Orosi. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-701:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-702:
Wildland fire hazards are adequately evaluated in the RDEIR (RDEIR pp. 3.8-29 through 3.8-35).
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-703:
The commenter requests that County firefighting budget, and wildfire environmental impact
information be included in the Background Report. While economic considerations are important
to the County, such economic analysis is beyond the scope of CEQA and this RDEIR (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131 [“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as
significant effects on the environment”]). The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-702, Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-704:
The commenter is referred to RDEIR Figure 3.8-2 “Wildland Fire Threat.”
Furthermore, HS Implementation Measure #11 directs the County to maintain a fire hazard
severity map. This map is not intended to serve as a map of existing conditions, rather, the map
would be updated periodically based on input from CalFire and local fire districts; the information
presented is expected to change to reflect then-current conditions related to fire hazard severity
over the life of the General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is also directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-702, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-705:
The commenter requests additional detail and maps regarding the location of flood hazard areas,
and the extent to which riparian areas in the County would be identified as Hazardous Lands.
The level of detail requested by the commenter is beyond what is required in a general plan. The
General Plan consists of a statement of development policies and includes diagrams and text
setting forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals (see Gov. Code § 65302).
These policies and objectives are then implemented by the County and its staff through various
other actions, such as the adoption of new zoning ordinances which are more detailed and specific
(see Gov. Code §§ 65359, 65400, 65455, and 65860). Please note that Policy HS-5.3 requires the
County to continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance Program (“NFIP”). The Federal
Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) administers the NFIP to provide subsidized flood
insurance to communities that comply with FEMA regulations limiting development in
floodplains. FEMA also issues Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) that identify which land
areas are subject to flooding. These maps provide flood information and identify flood hazard
zones in the community. Additionally, FEMA has developed requirements and procedures for
evaluating earthen levee systems and mapping the areas affected by those systems. Levee systems
are evaluated for their ability to provide protection from 100-year flood events and the results of
this evaluation are documented in the FEMA Levee Inventory System (FLIS). The intent of
Policy HS-5.3 is to provide hazard map information that is kept current. The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, the commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-22 for a
description of the General Plan 2030 Update’s compliance with AB 162 and available floodrelated maps that have incorporated into the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-706:
The commenter indicates that Figure 10-1 in the General Plan 2030 Update (Seismic/Geologic
Hazards and Microzone) does not provide current or accessible information. This map is
considered representative of existing risks. Geologic hazards are not prone to change under such a
short geologic timeframe.
Please note that Policy HS-2.1 requires the County to continue to monitor and evaluate areas to
determine levels of earthquake risk. The intent of this policy is to ensure the most current seismic
hazard information is available to the residents of the County. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-707:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-708:
The commenter expresses support for Policy HS-2.3 (Hillside Development), and also asks the
County to revise the language, consistent with the commenter’s view that policy language in the
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General Plan 2030 Update is vague and unenforceable. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I171, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-709:
The commenter asks Policy HS-2.6 (Seismic Standards for Dams) be revised, and an
implementation measure be included, consistent with the commenter’s view that policy language
in the General Plan 2030 Update is vague and unenforceable. The commenter indicates that these
recommendations are also relevant to the proposed Yokohl Ranch development. As discussed in
Master Response #11, the Yokohl Ranch project is not part of the proposed project and is going
through separate environmental review, which includes both a programmatic and project level
EIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-710:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-711:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-712:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Please also see
I17-507.

Response to Comment I17-713:
The commenter urges the County to revise Policy HS-4.4 (Contamination Prevention) and
develop an implementation measure for this policy. The commenter also asks the County to
specifically identify GHG emissions as a contaminant. Please note that not all GHG emissions
would be considered “hazardous” as that term is defined in the General Plan 2030 Update. The
General Plan 2030 Update uses the California Code of Regulations (CCR) definition. A
hazardous material is a substance that, because of physical or chemical properties, quantity,
concentration, or other characteristics, may either (1) cause an increase in mortality or an increase
in serious, irreversible, or incapacitating illness; or (2) pose a substantial present or potential
hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, or
deposed of (CCR, Title 22, Division 4.5, Chapter 10, Article 2, § 66260.10); (General Plan 2030
Update, Part I, p. 10-2). Please see the response prepared for Comment A8-11 for discussion of
GHG emissions and the policies and implementation measures that would help reduce them. The
commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-46 I17-1, Comment and
Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-714:
Please see Response to Comment I17-507. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I1746 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-715:
The commenter does not identify a specific impact in the RDEIR the recommended revisions are
intended to address. Policy HS-4.6 is considered in the analyses for Impact 3.8-1 (significant
hazard to the public or the environment from the transportation, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials) and Impact 3.8-2 (uses that emit hazardous emissions of handle hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of school sites). With mitigation, Impact 3.8-1
would be less than significant; additional mitigation is not required. Impact 3.8-2 was determined
to be less than significant; no mitigation is required (RDEIR, pp. 3.8-13 through 3.8-17).
Nevertheless, the commenter’s recommendations will be shared with decision makers for their
consideration. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-716:
The commenter requests that implementation measures be included for all of the policies listed on
page 3.8-15 of the RDEIR. As discussed in multiple responses to this comment letter,
implementation measures are helpful, but not necessary to ensure implementation of each policy.
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-717:
This comment discusses the 2008 DEIR. Please see Response to Comment I17-718.

Response to Comment I17-718:
This comment discusses the 2008 DEIR. Please see Master Response #2.
The commenter also appears to be asking that a new policy be added to the General Plan 2030
Update to address hazardous material transportation. The General Plan 2030 Update includes
policies that are consistent with the commenter’s recommendation. Policy HS-4.1 addresses
hazardous material use, storage and transportation in compliance with local, state and federal
safety standards. Policy HS-4.2 addresses procedures for movement of hazardous wastes within
the County (General Plan 2030 Update, Part I, p. 10-8). As discussed in Master Response #3,
there are numerous existing Federal and State regulations which will also be applicable. This
includes the RCRA (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq.) which controls and regulates the transportation of
hazardous materials (see RDEIR page 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 for additional discussion).
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-719:
This comment discusses the 2008 DEIR. Please see Master Response #2.
The commenter’s reference to “HS-4.9” appears to be a reference to Policy HS-4.8. The RDEIR
identifies Policy HS-4.8 as a Required Additional Mitigating Policy for Impact 3.8-1.
Policy HS-4.8 ensures that the proponents of new development projects address hazardous
materials concerns through the preparation of Phase I or Phase II hazardous materials studies for
each identified site as part of the design phase for each project. Thus, Phase I and Phase II
environmental site assessments may be required on a project by project basis. Phase I Site
Assessments identify recognized environmental conditions, such as a release of hazardous waste,
which may impact continued use or planned development of a site. Phase II Site Assessments are
conducted to delineate the type, concentration, and extent of chemicals in soil, soil vapor, and
groundwater. This could include more a detailed characterization of site conditions through
hydro-geologic investigation, environmental monitoring, assessment of the risks posed by site
conditions, and the establishment of clean-up criteria. These studies, when applicable, are
required to be completed before any project level construction can begin. Furthermore, any
contamination identified through these studies must be remediated (when possible) before
physical construction can begin.
With this mitigation, Impact 3.8-1 would be less than significant; additional or revised mitigation
is not required. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-720:
This comment summarizes the commenter’s understanding of flood hazards related to aging
levees in the County. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The
commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46, Comment
I17-705 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-721:
As discussed in the RDEIR, the Tulare County Flood Control District is a countywide special
district governed by the County Board of Supervisors. The Tulare County Flood Control District
oversees the local flood program. As part of their role overseeing the National Flood Insurance
Program, the Tulare County Flood Control District is seeking guidance from the County Board of
Supervisors for participation in the FEMA Community Rating System (RDEIR, p 3.6-7). Please
also see the response prepared for Comment I17-705 for additional discussion of levees, FEMA,
and the County’s role. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment
I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
This comment also discusses the 2008 DEIR. Please see Master Response #2.
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Response to Comment I17-722:
The commenter cites a Grand Jury report, of unknown date, presenting the commenter’s
understanding of the Board of Supervisor’s role as the Tulare County Flood Control District
(“TCFCD”). The commenter also addresses taxation and funding for the TCFCD. While
economic considerations are important to the County, such economic analysis is beyond the scope
of CEQA and this RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 [“Economic or social effects of
a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment”]). The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-723:
The comment requests inclusion of material that was inadvertently omitted from the RDEIR
(page 3.6-34), specifically, a description of the authority of the TCFCD. The following text was
inadvertently omitted and will be included FEIR:
There is one flood control district, the Tulare County Flood Control District (TCFCD),
established by State legislation in November 1969 and encompassing the entire County
(Figure 3.6-6). The Act establishing the District provides the following powers to the District:
The functions of the TCFCD are to construct, maintain, and operate facilities for control and
disposition of flood and storm waters.
The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR. See Chapter 2 of this
FEIR for all revisions to the EIR and General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-724:
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response is needed. Please
see Master Response #1 and #4.

Response to Comment I17-725:
This comment discusses the 2008 DEIR. Please see Master Response #2. The commenter is also
directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-726:
Analysis in the RDEIR adequately addresses the potential impacts associated with flood hazards
in Chapter 3.6, and impacts to biological resources in Chapter 3.11. The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-727:
The commenter asks that the County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance be made available on
line. Tulare County Ordinance code is available on line at
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/tularecounty/. Flood Damage Prevention is Chapter 27.
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Response to Comment I17-728:
The commenter requests inclusion of a policy that would require regular flood hazard map
updates. As the commenter also notes, Tulare County is now required to use State and local
information (in addition to FEMA maps) to annually incorporate updated flood information into
the County’s General Plan Land Use Element (Government Code Sections 65302(a)) and, after
January 2009, into the County General Plan Conservation and Safety Element (Government Code
Sections 65302(d) and (g)). Tulare County will be subject to Statewide requirements that require
up-to-date flood-risk and drainage problem areas be identified, mapped and addressed through
County General Plan policies, maps and land use diagrams (RDEIR, p. 3.6-29). It is not necessary
to include policies that repeat these requirements. The commenter is also directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-705, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I1721. Additionally, the commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-22 for
a description of the General Plan 2030 Update’s compliance with AB 162 and available floodrelated maps that have incorporated into the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-729:
The commenter expresses general, but qualified approval of Policy HS-5.1 and requests revisions.
This comment generally reiterates the commenter’s view that policy language in the General Plan
2030 Update is vague and unenforceable. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared
for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-730:
The commenter suggests language for an apparent omission in HS Implementation Measure #14
(General Plan 2030 Update, Part I, p. 10-20). In response to this comment, HS Implementation
Measure #14 will be shown correctly in the Health and Safety Element of the Goals and Policies
Report and will read as follows:


Health and Safety Implementation Measure #14. The County shall maintain and
annually update a Countywide database of FEMA flood plain maps to evaluate projects
and provide useable information to County residents, businesses, and developers [New
Program].

The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-731:
Consistent with FEMA and NFIP regulations, some development is permitted in areas identified
as 100-year floodplains. However, development in these locations is subject to additional
regulation designed to protect human life and health and minimize property damage.
Participation in the NFIP requires the County to, at a minimum, adopt and enforce floodplain
management regulations based on data provided by FEMA (44 CFR §60.2(h)). Periodic (annual
or biennial) reports must be submitted to FEMA and the State Coordinating Agency (44 CFR§
60.2(f)). While economic considerations are important to the County, such economic analysis is
beyond the scope of CEQA and this RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).
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The commenter’s suggestion to prohibit subdivision development within 100 year floodplains
appears to be intended to address Impact 3.6-5 (The proposed project would expose people or
structures to flood hazards from development within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area or from
increased rates or amounts of surface runoff from development). As discussed in the RDEIR, this
impact is considered significant and unavoidable; although policies and implementation measures
provide for human health and safety, property damage would still result in a flood event (RDEIR
pp. 3.6-52 through 3.6-54).
As discussed under Master Response #3, the County will need to balance numerous planning,
environmental, and policy considerations in the implementation of the General Plan. The
commenter’s suggestion would conflict with the General Plan 2030 Update overall strategy of
encouraging growth within and adjacent to existing communities, and with Project Objectives to
provide every community with the opportunity to prosper from economic growth. In addition,
mandatory language or outright bans on development in certain areas suggested in this, and other
comment letters, while beneficial for one resource area, could potentially have unintended
consequences for other resources areas. If accepted, the commenter’s suggestion could also
substantially increase the severity of other impacts as development occurs away from existing
communities. For example, an outright ban on development on an unknown parcel in a flood zone
could force development into other areas with greater geologic hazards, or fire hazards. Other
commenters have requested: a ban on all development in flood zones (Comment I11-124);
limiting development based upon fire considerations (Comment I25-5); a ban on development
that impacts cultural resources (Comment I22-12). Flexibility is needed to allow decision makers
to balance all of these concerns once specific projects on specific parcels are proposed. Please
also note that future subdivisions would be subject to separate environmental review under
CEQA as well as Government Code Section 66474. For these reasons, the commenter’s
suggested ban on residential subdivisions is not recommended, but will be forwarded to the
decision makers for review (please see Master Response #1.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-732:
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-733:
The commenter asks if the Tulare County Flood Control District Master Plan, including its
Hydrology Appendix can be found online is the most current versions. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-734:
The commenter expresses general support for Policy HS-5.4 (Multi-Purpose Flood Control
Measures), and also indicates that the language is too vague and that the County should provide
an implementation measure for this policy. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I1746 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-735:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response #2
regarding the previously proposed general plan. The commenter is also directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-736:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-507 Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-737:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-507 Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-738:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-507 Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-739:
The commenter expresses general support for Policy HS-6.7 (Water Supply System).

Response to Comment I17-740:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-507 Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-741:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-507 Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-742:
The commenter is also reminded that the General Plan does not stand alone; there are numerous
other existing Federal, State, and Local Regulations. This includes the County Ordinance code
which currently includes landscaping as well as requirements for a landscaping plan which
include the planting of native vegetation (see Tulare County Ordinance code Section 7-31-
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1040(b)(3)(C)). See also Policy ERM-1.7, ERM Implementation Measure #12, #16, Policy WR3.5. See RDEIR Section 3.11 for additional details.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. Policy HS-6.13 is one of a number of
policies designed to address fire hazards (Impact 3.8-6). Analysis in the RDEIR determined that
this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. However, the
commenter’s suggestion will be shared with decision makers. The commenter is also directed to
the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-743:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. Policy HS-6.15 is one of a number of
policies designed to address fire hazards (Impact 3.8-6). Analysis in the RDEIR determined that
this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. However, the
commenter’s suggestion will be shared with decision makers. The commenter is also directed to
the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-744:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-745:
The commenter expresses general approval of Policy HS-8.11.

Response to Comment I17-746:
Other policies also address noise. Goal HS-8 in the Health and Safety Element includes several
policies intended to protect the County from excessive noise. For example, Policy HS-8.6 directs
the County to ensure that noise level criteria for non-residential and non-sensitive uses are
consistent with the recommendations of the California Office of Noise Control; Table 10-1
(Goals and Policies Report, Part I, p. 10-14) shows state land use compatibility for community
noise environments. Policy HS-8.3 would require the County to incorporate effective mitigation
measures to ensure outdoor noise levels are within acceptable limits. Health and Safety
Implementation Measures 20, 21, and 22 address noise issues within the County. Table 8-7,
Maximum Acceptable Ambient Noise Exposure for Various Land Uses lists suggested maximum
acceptable noise levels in the County. Please see Chapter 3.5, Noise, in the RDEIR for additional
discussion. Please also see Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General
Plan. As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a
vacuum but as part of the whole General Plan.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-747:
This comment discusses the 2008 DEIR. Please see Master Response #2. The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-748:
Please note that Policy HS-8.12 (Foothill and Mountain Noise) would set a quieter standard for
areas within the FGMP outside of the foothill development corridors, i.e., outside of areas
designated for urban development. Within the FGMP area, urban development is restricted to
specific areas, including foothill development corridors (Policy PF-1.2). The commenter is also
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Policy HS-8.12 on page 10-15 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update is amended as follows in
order to correct a typographical error:
“For areas designated designed by Tulare County as being within Foothill and Mountain Planning
Areas and outside Foothill Development Corridors…”

Response to Comment I17-749:
This comment requests additional detail regarding the timeline for HS Implementation Measure
#21. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-750:
Policy HS-8.13 “Noise Analysis” is identified as a “Required Additional Mitigating Policy” in the
RDEIR for multiple noise related impacts (Impact 3.5-2 through Impact 3.5-5) which reads as
follows:


HS-8.13 Noise Analysis. The County shall require a detailed noise impact analysis in
areas where current or future exterior noise levels from transportation or stationary
sources have the potential to exceed the adopted noise policies of the Health and Safety
Element, where there is development of new noise sensitive land uses or the development
of potential noise generating land uses near existing sensitive land uses. The noise
analysis shall be the responsibility of the project applicant and be prepared by a qualified
acoustical engineer (i.e., a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of California,
etc.). The analysis shall include recommendations and evidence to establish mitigation
that will reduce noise exposure to acceptable levels (such as those referenced in Table 101 of the Health and Safety Element). [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis].

Analysis in the RDEIR determined that each of these impacts would be significant and
unavoidable, despite the implementation of mitigating policies and implementation measures
found in the proposed General Plan 2030 Update and those modified through the environmental
analysis (i.e. mitigation measures); (Policy HS-8.13). The commenter does not suggest that this
revision would reduce any of these impacts to less than significant. Furthermore, project specific
mitigation measures (for example, those identified as part of a noise analysis report), such as the
level of mitigation will be considered at the time specific projects are proposed. Please also note
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that the Title 24 noise regulations are based upon interior noise level (45 dBA for habitable
spaces) rather than a specific amount of insulation, as suggested in the comment (see Title 24,
California Code of Regulations, Part 2, Volume 1, Section 1207.11.2). Therefore the existing
regulations as written already allow for the tailoring on noise insulation to meet project specific
requirements.
Please also note that Policy ERM-4.8 (a Required Additional Mitigating Policy) would require
the County to encourage new development and renovations to exceed Title 24 standards, and that
Title 24 standards are periodically updated by the California Energy Commission (RDEIR, pp.
ES-8, 3.4-3).
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-751:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-752:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-750, Comment I17-751,
Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-753:
The commenter believes that Policies HS-8.18 and HS-8.11 are in conflict. Policy HS-8.11
(Health and Safety Element of the Goals and Policies Report) will be updated to address the
inconsistency indicated by the commenter. Policy HS-8.11 is amended to read as follows:


HS-8.11 Peak Noise Generators. The County shall limit noise generating activities, such
as construction, to hours of normal business operation (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.). No peak noise
generating activities shall be allowed to occur outside of normal business hours without
County approval. [New Policy]

The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-754:
The commenter expresses general support for Goal HS-9 (Healthy Communities). This is an
introductory comment for the comments that follow, addressing HS-9 policies.

Response to Comment I17-755:
Descriptions of existing conditions and impact analyses in the RDEIR are adequate. Descriptions
of environmental baseline conditions and regulatory settings in the RDEIR are located at the
beginning of each resource section identified in Chapter 3 “Environmental Analysis.” More
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detailed descriptions of existing conditions are also contained in the Background Report, which is
included as Appendix B of the RDEIR which was incorporated by referenced under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150 and should be considered to be “set forth in full” in the RDEIR.
Discussion and analysis of several resource chapters includes public health considerations. The
health consequences of environmental effects of the project are considered in a variety of ways.
For example, the effects of toxic air contaminants are considered in Chapter 3.3 (Air Quality)
(RDEIR, pp. 3.3-15 – 3.3-16); effects of noise on people are considered in Chapter 3.5 (Noise);
water quality is discussed in Chapter 3.6; hazardous materials are discussed in Chapter 3.8.
The General Plan 2030 Update includes numerous policies and implementation measures that are
consistent the goals the commenter appears to support, including focused growth, and the Climate
Action Plan. Please see Master Response #5 and Master Response #10 for additional discussion.
The RDEIR identifies Alternative 5 as the environmentally superior alternative. However,
Alternative 5 would still result in significant and unavoidable impacts (RDEIR, p. 4-36). Please
see Master Response #9 for additional discussion of alternatives.
Estimating the costs of poor health is beyond the scope of analysis required in the RDEIR. While
economic considerations are important to the County, such economic analysis is beyond the scope
of CEQA and this RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-756:
Contrary to the commenter’s characterization of the General Plan 2030 Update (and the RDEIR)
the proposed General Plan 2030 Update focuses future growth within and around established
community areas. Please see Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25.
Numerous policies designed to minimize and reduce VMT throughout the entire county are
included. Please see response to comment I14-34 for a list of these policies. Many of the goals
and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the
RDEIR. The proposed General Plan also contains numerous policies designed to cluster
development and provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, PF-1.2. PF-2.2, PF-3.2,
PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ3.2, Air Quality Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including density
bonuses and financial assistance]). The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-757:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-328, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-758:
Comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-759:
The RDEIR contains an adequate description of the existing environmental setting. According to
CEQA Guidelines §15125, “[a]n EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published . . . [which] will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a Lead
Agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting
shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed
project and its alternatives.” A more detailed description of the existing conditions in Tulare
County, including maps, is contained in the Background Report, which was incorporated by
reference and included as Appendix B of the RDEIR. To comply with the CEQA Guidelines
requirement that the environmental setting be no longer than necessary, some of the baseline
information is found in that Appendix. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-760:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-759 (addressing the commenter’s concerns regarding
baseline conditions), Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-761:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-762:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-763:
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-764:
The Background Report is only a supporting document, as noted on RDEIR page 1-12, it is not
intended to provide analysis of the project’s environmental impacts. The commenter is referred
to RDEIR Section 3.6 and 3.9 which described the baseline environmental setting and the impacts
of the project related to water supply. The data provided in the RDEIR is adequate to serve as a
baseline against which the impacts of the project can be analyzed. Commenter is referred to
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Master Response #4 for a description of the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46, Comment I17-657, and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-765:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The language cited in the comment is simply the definition of the term. The
comment does not cite to a policy which contains these terms, therefore no additional response is
possible.

Response to Comment I17-766:
Please see RDEIR Section 3.9, RDEIR Appendix G, Master Response #6, and the response
prepared for Comment I11-41 regarding the methodology used in the water supply analysis.
Additionally, commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I1746 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-767:
Please see RDEIR Section 3.9, RDEIR Appendix G, Master Response #6, and the response
prepared for Comment I11-41 regarding the methodology used in the water supply analysis. The
RDEIR also considers the impacts each of the alternatives would have on water resources. In
particular the commenter is referred to RDEIR pages 3.9-4 through 3.9-11 and 3.9-44 through
4.9-49. This analysis accounts for both residential and agriculture water use. The commenter is
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-768:
The RDEIR discusses the uncertainty in imported surface water on pages 3.6-18. The RDEIR
also discusses the certainty of imported water and the judicial decision referenced in the
Comment on page 3.6-18, 3.9-37, 3.9-40, 3.9-41 (Delta Supply Issues). Similar information is
discussed in RDEIR Appendix G, Section 3.3.
Furthermore, the Water Supply analysis starting on page 3.9-43 provided several different
scenarios which involved changes in water supply. Scenario 2 provides the typical CEQA
analysis in comparison to baseline conditions (i.e. historical supply). However, Scenarios 3 and 4
go beyond this requirement and provide information related to constrained future water supplies
below baseline levels, including future restraints resulting from groundwater overdraft, San
Joaquin River Restoration Settlement Agreement, Population Growth Within and Near Tulare
County, Joint Management of Shared Aquifers, Groundwater Adjudications, Water Transfers and
Exchanges, Delta Supply Issues, Climate Change and Variability, Institutional Issues Affecting
Water Supplies (see also RDEIR Appendix G Section 3.3).
The comment suggests that the GPR “gives the reader no idea that many of our communities have
severe water quality problems.” While the RDEIR acknowledged existing water quality issues
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(RDEIR page 3.6-27). While existing water quality issues are important to the County, it is not
an impact of the proposed project (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010)
183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a
feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of
Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42);190 Cal.App.4th
324). Please also see Response to Comments I11-37 and I11-77.
The commenter is also referred to RDEIR Section 3.4 which addresses Climate Change Impacts.
Additionally, the commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-769:
Please see the Phase I Water Supply Evaluation for Tulare County (RDEIR Appendix G), and
RDEIR Section 3.9 for the information requested in the comment. For example RDEIR Table
3.9-1 provides detailed existing demand information by area and by type of water use, Table 3.97 provides information on the sources of water supply. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-770:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR
section 3.6 and 3.9 contain the necessary environmental setting and baseline information to
analyze impacts to water resources under CEQA. See also RDEIR section 3.4 for the analysis of
the project’s impacts on Energy and Global Climate Change. As discussed therein, baseline
emissions were based upon total energy consumption. For the purposes of this analysis it is not
necessary to cite individual sources of energy consumption (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a); RDEIR pages 3.4-22 through 3.4-25; see also RDEIR Appendix E). Furthermore, the
RDEIR acknowledges that water transportation requires energy usage. As discussed on RDEIR
page 3.4-13 “CARB staff's objective is to develop a threshold on performance standards that will
substantially reduce the GHG emissions… Performance standards will address the five major
emission sub-sources for the sector: energy use, transportation, water use, waste, and
construction…”

Response to Comment I17-771:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
The RDEIR discusses impacts of projected development related to impermeable surfaces. See
Response to Comment I11-55, and RDEIR pages 3.6-38, 3.6-42, 3.6-45, and 3.9-40. The proposed
General Plan contains a number of measures to increase permeable surfaces and capture stormwater.
See Response to Comment I11-91 for greater detail. However, it is important to note, that existing
conditions are not impacts of the proposed project.
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Response to Comment I17-772:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR
section 3.6 and 3.9 contain the necessary environmental setting and baseline information to
analyze impacts to water resources under CEQA.

Response to Comment I17-773:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR section 3.6 contain the
necessary environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
under CEQA. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-774:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR section 3.6 contain the
necessary environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
under CEQA. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-46,
Comment I17-2121 and I21-137. Please also see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
implementation of the General Plan and the appropriate level of detail.

Response to Comment I17-775:
The General Plan 2030 Update section referenced by commenter is a description of the existing
conditions related to water resources in the County. Information related to future conditions and
impacts related to water resources and climate change can be found in RDEIR sections 3.6, and
3.9. The commenter is directed to the appropriate section of the RDEIR (see Section 3.4) for a
description of the climate change information requested, including discussion on RDEIR page
3.4-16 [Climate Change and Water Supply]. See also Response to Comment I11-77.
Please also see Response to Comment I17-768 and I11-119 for discussion if analysis in the
RDEIR concerning reduced future water supplies below existing levels. As discussed therein, the
Water Supply analysis starting on page 3.9-43 provided several different scenarios which
involved changes in water supply. Scenario 2 provides the typical CEQA analysis in comparison
to baseline conditions (i.e. historical supply). However, Scenarios 3 and 4 go beyond this
requirement and provide information related to constrained future water supplies below baseline
levels, including future restraints resulting from groundwater overdraft, San Joaquin River
Restoration Settlement Agreement, Population Growth Within and Near Tulare County, Joint
Management of Shared Aquifers, Groundwater Adjudications, Water Transfers and Exchanges,
Delta Supply Issues, Climate Change and Variability, Institutional Issues Affecting Water
Supplies (see also RDEIR Appendix G Section 3.3).
The comment suggests revising Policy WR-1.1 to address water for habitat, scenic landscapes,
and other natural lands. Please see Master Response #3. As discussed therein, there are numerous
existing regulations as well as General Plan policies which address sensitive habitats and other
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biological resources. For example, Policy ERM-1.6 provides “The County shall support the
preservation and management of wetland and riparian plant communities for passive recreation,
groundwater recharge, and wildlife habitats” (see RDEIR Section 3.11 for additional relevant
policies). It is not necessary for these policies to list every potential source of impacts to these
resources; please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-776:
Please see Implementation Measures 1, 2, and 3 (Goals and Policies Report, pages 11-11 through
11-12) regarding the actions the County will take to implement Policy WR-1.1. Please also see
Master Response #3 and #4, and RDEIR Section 3.6 and 3.9. Please also see Response to
Comment I11-82 for discussion of water conservation measures. The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-777:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the level of detail
appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Furthermore, the commenter suggests
that if any part of the County is in overdraft the entire county is in overdraft. This is not necessarily
true. The County contains numerous basins and sub-basins whose conditions can vary.

Response to Comment I17-778:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be
reviewed in a vacuum. The RDEIR contains numerous policies which address water quality,
which would also include dairies (see Policies WR-1.1 through 2.9 and other policies discussed in
RDERI Section 3.6). Furthermore, the existing ACFP contains more policies relating wastewater
treatment, including more detailed discussion of the applicable regulatory requirements. See also
Response to Comment I17-804.
The level of detail required for a General Plan does not requiring the listing of every applicable
land use or scenario for each policy. See Master Response #4 for the appropriate level of detail in
a General Plan. In addition, the current General Plan includes the already adopted Animal
Confinement Facilities Program (“ACFP”) as part of the Environmental Resources Management
Element which controls dairy operations.

Response to Comment I17-779:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46,
Comment I17-21, and Comment I17-775.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-327

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

Response to Comment I17-780:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1 and Master Response #6
which describes the water supply evaluation and methodology conducted for the General Plan
2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-781:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Please also see Master Response #3 and #7 and Response to Comment I17-137
which discuss how the General Plan will be implemented.

Response to Comment I17-782:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and the responses prepared for Comment I171, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-783:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and the responses prepared for Comment I171, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-784:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and the responses prepared for Comment I171, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-785:
The existing conditions and impacts of the proposed project on water quality are addressed in
RDEIR section 3.6. The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #4 and the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. In addition to the General
Plan policies and implementation measures, the existing County Ordinance code also includes
provisions for monitoring of wells (see Tulare County Ordinance code, Chapter 13 [Wells] 4-131000 et seq.).

Response to Comment I17-786:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #4, and the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-787:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #4, and the responses prepared for
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-788:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the
General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-789:
General Plan Policy WR-1.5 is discussed in RDEIR section 3.6, page 3.6-46. The commenter is
also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-790:
The commenter states that WR Implementation Measure #6 does not implement Policy WR-1.5.
Implementation Measure #6 does not that that it was designed to implement Policy WR-1.5,
rather it states it will implement Policies WR-1.10, WR-2.5, WR-2.7, WR-2.8, and WR-3.10 (see
General Plan Part I, page 11-12). See WR Implementation Measure #10 which implements Policy
WR-1.5. Please see Response to Comment I21-2 for discussion of clustering development and
infill and Master Response #3 and #4 regarding implementation of the General Plan and the
appropriate level of detail. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment
I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-791:
The impacts of the proposed project on water resources, water quality and drainage are discussed
in RDEIR section 3.6. The impacts of the proposed project on wastewater treatment and
distribution systems are addressed in RDEIR section 3.9. Please see Response to Comment I1182 and I11-86 for discussion of water conservation measures. Please see Master Response #3
regarding implementation of the General Plan and how it will be implemented. As discussed
therein it is not feasible to provide every implementing ordinance at this time which will be
adopted over the 20 year horizon of the General Plan. The commenter is directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-792:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. The comment also asks several questions about
existing wastewater facilities. Information on existing wastewater facilities is provided in the
RDEIR on pages 3.9-12 through 3.9-18, in particular Table 3.9-10. Please also see Response to
Comment I11-41 for discussion of the water supply methodology. The comment is also directed
to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail.
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Response to Comment I17-793:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 and Response to Comment
I19-72 regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation
Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-794:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see Response to Comment I17-137 for
discussion of Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting.

Response to Comment I17-795:
Impacts to Water Quality were determined to be less-than-significant and no further mitigation is
needed (see RDEIR section 3.6, Impact 3.6-1; CEQA Guidelines, §15126.4(a)(3)). As discussed
in Response to Comment I11-33, while existing conditions are an important issue for the County,
they are not impacts of the proposed project.

Response to Comment I17-796:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-797:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-798:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-799:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #4 and #7 regarding the enforceability and
use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for
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the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see Master Response #3 about outright bans
on development.

Response to Comment I17-800:
The impact of the proposed project on water quality was determined to be less-than-significant
and no further mitigation is needed (see RDEIR section 3.6, Impact 3.6-1; CEQA Guidelines,
§15126.4(a)(3)). The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-801:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR Section 3.6 contain the
necessary environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
under CEQA. The impacts of the proposed project on water resources are adequately discussed
and analyzed in RDEIR section 3.6. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for
Comment I17-802, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Please also see
Response to Comments I11-82 and 86 for discussion of water conservation measures.

Response to Comment I17-802:
The commenter is referred to the water quality discussion in RDEIR Section 3.6 and the
responses prepared for Comments I11-33, I11-37, I11-41, and I17-778, which discuss water
quality and water supply. The RDEIR provides an accurate and comprehensive description of the
water quality conditions in the project area, including water quality conditions related to the dairy
and agricultural industries. As mentioned in numerous previous responses (in particular, see
Response to Comment I17-1), the General Plan policies do not function and should not be
evaluated individually, but as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General Plan 2030
Update). The General Plan 2030 Update includes a comprehensive set of policies designed to
address water quality. These include policies WR-1.9 and WR-2.1 through WR-2.8 which require
continued compliance with water quality standards and implementation of best management practices.
Additional policies address water quality concerns by ensuring adequate stormwater drainage
infrastructure (see PFS-4.1 through PFS-4.5). Additionally, Policy PFS-1.3 and Public Facilities and
Services Implementation Measures #1, #2, and #3 provide for the funding mechanism to provide
additional or expanded services in conjunction with new development. The proposed project also
includes policies that identify resources that should be protected from water quality impacts (see
Policies ERM-2.7, ERM-5.20, FGMP-8.6, FGMP-9.5, and WR-3.10). A number of policies require
new development to minimize water quality impacts associated with wastewater and stormwater
runoff through implementation of development standards and maintenance requirements for septic
systems (see Policies FGMP-8.2, FGMP-8.4, PFS-2.5, PFS-3.1, PFS-3.3, PFS-3.5, PFS-3.6, WR-2.8,
WR-2.9, and PFS Implementation Measure #7). The Water Resources Element includes policies that
require monitoring and collection of water quality data for surface water and groundwater resources
(see Policies WR-1.2 and WR-1.7). Consequently, with implementation of all the policies and
implementation measures, the water quality impact was considered less than significant.
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The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-803:
Yes, we are reading your comments. In compliance with CEQA the County has included written
responses to your comment letter here, in Responses to Comments I17-1 through I17-1,093.

Response to Comment I17-804:
The RDEIR adequately addresses impacts related to flooding in Section 3.6 and provides policies
and implementation measures to comprehensively address the issue. Additionally, the
commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-802, Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability and use of General
Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General
Plan and programmatic EIR.
As discussed on RDEIR page 3.6-5 the NPDES program is part of an existing regulatory program
created by the Clean Water Act. There are existing Federal and State requirements which ensure
its implementation.
The comment also raises concerns regarding development and floodplains. As discussed in
Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum; the comment is
directed to the different flood related policies discussed in RDEIR Section 3.6 including Policies
HS-5.1 through 5-1.11. For example, Policy HS-5.9 provides “The County shall ensure that
riparian areas and drainage areas within 100-year floodplains are free from development that may
adversely impact floodway capacity or characteristics of natural/riparian areas or natural
groundwater recharge areas.”

Response to Comment I17-805:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-802, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. As discussed under Response to Comment I17-778 and
Master Response #3 and #4, it is not necessary to name every potential type of construction site
within this Policy.

Response to Comment I17-806:
The RDEIR adequately addresses impacts related to drainage and water supply in Sections 3.6
and 3.9 and provides policies and implementation measures to comprehensively address the issue.
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-802, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7
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regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-807:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-808:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-809:
Nitrates and other water quality concerns are adequately addressed in RDEIR section 3.6. The
commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, the commenter is also directed to the
response prepared for Comment I11-22 for a description of the General Plan 2030 Update’s
compliance with AB 162 and available flood-related maps that have incorporated into the General
Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-810:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see Response to Comment I17-137 and
I17-804 for discussion of Monitoring and existing regulatory programs under the Clean Water Act.

Response to Comment I17-811:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-812:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. As discussed in Master Response #3, individual goals and policies should not
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be reviewed in a vacuum. For example, Policy WR-3.1 already provides “Develop Additional
Water Sources. The County shall encourage, support and, as warranted, require the identification
and development of additional water sources through the expansion of water storage reservoirs,
development of groundwater banking for recharge and infiltration, and promotion of water
conservation programs, and support of other projects and programs that intend to increase the
water resources available to the County and reduce the individual demands of urban and
agricultural users” (Emphasis added). Please see RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.9 for additional
discussion of applicable policies, as well as Response to Comment I17-778.

Response to Comment I17-813:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR provide the necessary
environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources. The water
supply analysis provided in the RDEIR is comprehensively addressed from two perspectives.
Section 3.6 “Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage” address the potential impacts to the
County’s hydrologic resources focusing on both surface/groundwater quantity and quality.
Section 3.9 “Public Services, Recreation Resources, and Utilities” focuses on the potential
impacts for local infrastructure or service providers to ensure continued levels of service for a
variety of public services and utilities (including water supply).
The proposed project is expected to reduce water use below existing levels (baseline), as
described on RDEIR pages 3.9-11 and 3.9-47. As represented in the Water Supply Evaluation
(Appendix G), the contemplated land-use changes would likely not adversely affect current water
supply conditions given the policies discussed with Impact 3.6.2 (see pages 3.6-45 to 3.6-46) and
Impact 3.9-1 (see pages 3.9-36 to 3.9-49). Existing groundwater overdraft and existing water quality
issues are beyond the EIR to fix (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183
Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat
that was far beyond its scope”]; see also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont
(4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324).
Nevertheless, Sections 3.6 and 3.9 both acknowledge existing conditions such as groundwater
overdraft and water quality issues. The RDEIR also discusses potential solutions to existing problems
on pages 3.9-37 through 3.9-39. This is consistent with the requirements of CEQA for a General Plan.
As discussed in the Watsonville case [General Plan EIR], “The FEIR’s discussion of the overdraft
situation and its analysis of the steps that the City would take to address this situation satisfy the
standards set forth by the California Supreme Court in Vineyard. It is not necessary for an EIR for a
general plan to establish a ‘likely source of water.’ Please also see Response to Comments I11-41,
I11-82, and I11-86 for discussion of water supply methodology and water conservation
The commenter is directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and Master Response #6 regarding the water
supply evaluation.
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Response to Comment I17-814:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-813, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7
regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see
Response to Comments I11-41, I11-82, and I11-86 for discussion of water supply methodology
and water conservation.

Response to Comment I17-815:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR section 3.6 contain the
necessary environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
under CEQA. Please also see Response to Comments I11-41, I11-82, and I11-86 for discussion
of water supply methodology and water conservation. The commenter is also directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-816:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-813, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. As discussed in Master Response #3 and #4, the purpose
of the RDEIR is to address impacts of buildout of the proposed project; the purpose is not to
apply the proposed General Plan policies to specific development proposals at this time.
Furthermore, as discussed under Response to Comment I11-77, it is not the job of the RDEIR to
solve existing problems.

Response to Comment I17-817:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see Response to Comments I11-41, I1182, and I11-86 for discussion of water supply methodology and water conservation.

Response to Comment I17-818:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-819:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
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Response to Comment I17-820:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-813, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7
regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-821:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-785, I17-813, Comment
I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7
regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and
the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-822:
The impacts of the proposed project on water resources are adequately addressed in RDEIR
section 3.6. Contrary to the suggestion in the comment, Policy WR-3.3 is not limited to a specific
geographic scope, such that additional clarification is needed to address impacts to adjoining or
nearby areas. As also discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be
reviewed in a vacuum; Policy PFS-2.3 already provides “The County shall require new
development that includes the use of water wells to be accompanied by evidence that the site can
produce the required volume of water without impacting the ability of existing wells to meet their
needs” (Emphasis added).
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-813 and Comment I17-802.
In addition, please see the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment
I17-21 and Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-823:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-802 and I17-813. Also, see
the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally,
see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the
enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of
detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-824:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability
and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate
for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
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Response to Comment I17-825:
Please see Response to Comment I17-329, I17-742, I11-82, and I11-86 for discussion of water
conservation measures and drought tolerant landscaping.
The commenter is directed to the Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and use
of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the
General Plan and programmatic EIR..

Response to Comment I17-826:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
Please also see Master Response #3 and Response to Comment I17-329, I17-742, I11-82, and
I11-86 for discussion of water conservation measures and drought tolerant landscaping.

Response to Comment I17-827:
The commenter is directed to the Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and use
of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the
General Plan and programmatic EIR. The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for
Comment I11-86 regarding the Model Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

Response to Comment I17-828:
As discussed under Response to Comment I11-77, it is not the job of CEQA or the General Plan
Update to solve existing issues. However, the County has a tiered program for reducing water
consumption for all existing and new development depending upon the stage of the water
conservation program (see County Ordinance code Sections 8-07-1155, 8-07-1170, 8-07-1175).
However please also see Master Response #3 and Response to Comment I17-329, I17-742, I1182, and I11-86 for discussion of water conservation measures and drought tolerant landscaping
requirements. Please also see Master Response #3 and #4 for discussion of implementation of the
General Plan as well as the appropriate level of detail. The suggested language may ultimately be
included in specific projects and landscaping plans, however, it is not necessary to list every
potential water conservation measure in the General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-829:
The General Plan already includes Policy WR-3.6 “The County shall support educational
programs targeted at reducing water consumption and enhancing groundwater recharge.” It is not
necessary to name every individual type of use that this policy would be applicable to. Please see
Master Response #3 and #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail and implementation
of the General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-830:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-829. Please also note that
“residents” it not synonymous with a specific type of land use (i.e. agricultural uses) as suggested
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in the comment. It is therefore, not necessary to list every potential type of land use that this
policy would be applicable to. Additionally, see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the
enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of
detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-831:
Please see Master Response #3 and Response to Comment I17-329, I17-742, I17- 813, I17-815,
I17-828, I11-82, and I11-86 for discussion of water conservation measures and drought tolerant
landscaping requirements. Please see the responses prepared for Comments I17- 813 and I17815.

Response to Comment I17-832
The County has included several new policies in the General Plan 2030 Update to help the
County address the indicated impacts and believe they collectively provide the tools needed to
protect and enhance the County’s water resources, including groundwater, as projects are
contemplated under the General Plan 2030 Update. Furthermore, as detailed in Master Response
#4 (Programmatic Nature of the EIR), the RDEIR is a Program EIR, serving as a first-tier
document to assess the broad environmental impacts of the program. Detailed site-specific
environmental review would likely be required to assess future projects implemented under the
program. As detailed in the WSE (Appendix G to the RDEIR), the contemplated actions of the
General Plan 2030 Update are not anticipated to result in a demand for water that is different than
under the existing land uses. However, at the project-specific level, unique impacts to water
resources may be identified and appropriately mitigated using the General Plan 2030 Update
policies. Please refer to Master Response #6 for further information and the nature and intent of
the WSE.

Response to Comment I17-833
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-832.

Response to Comment I17-834
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-832.

Response to Comment I17-835
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-832.

Response to Comment I17-836
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-832.

Response to Comment I17-837
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-832.
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Response to Comment I17-838:
Please see Master Response #3 and Response to Comment I17-329, I17-742, I17- 813, I17-815,
I17-828, I11-82, and I11-86 for discussion of water conservation measures and drought tolerant
landscaping requirements. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I171, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-839:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Please also see Master Response #3 and #4.

Response to Comment I17-840:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-86, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. See the response prepared for Comment I17-813 and the
Phase I Water Supply Evaluation (RDEIR Appendix G) for information regarding the status of
groundwater supplies in the County. Please also see Response to Comment I11-91 for discussion
of permeable surfaces.

Response to Comment I17-841:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-785, I17-813, Comment
I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-842:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan
Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17813, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-843:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan
Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17813, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-844:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan
Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I1186, Comment I17-813, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-845:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR section 3.6 contain the
necessary environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
under CEQA. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-813,
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, Please see Master
Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan Polices and
Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-846:
Please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan
Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17813, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-847:
Please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and use of General Plan
Polices and Implementation Measures, and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I17813, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-848:
The acronyms used in the General Plan are listed in General Plan Update Appendix C. DBCP is
the acronym for dibromochloropropane. It is unclear where commenter believes that acronym is
used to describe a different chemical compound. The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-849:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I17-850:
The impact of the proposed project on groundwater supply was determined to be significant and
unavoidable (Impact 3.6-2), despite the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures (see
RDEIR section 3.6). Please see RDEIR pages 3.6-43 through 3.6-46, and 3.9-39 for discussion of
existing and proposed Groundwater Management Plans. However the comment is also directed to
Master Response #3 and #4 for discussion of how the General Plan will be implemented. The
commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-851:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR section 3.6 contain
accurate environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
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under CEQA. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-852:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR section 3.6 contain the
necessary environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
under CEQA. Contrary to the suggestion in the comment the RDEIR discusses the effects of
Climate Change on Water Supply, as well as pending litigation. See Response to Comment I17768 for further discussion. Furthermore, the RDEIR clearly discusses the secondary impacts
associated with continued overdraft as described on RDEIR page 3.6-42. The comment is
directed to RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.9 which address impacts associated with water supply,
water quality, and groundwater overdraft and RDEIR Section 3.4 for discussion of Climate
Change impacts.

Response to Comment I17-853:
As discussed in Response to Comment I11-77, while existing conditions, such as existing water
quality concerns, are important issues for the County, it is not the purpose of the RDEIR to solve
existing problems. Nor is it necessary to provide an economic analysis in this situation (see
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). The commenter is directed to the response prepared for
Comment I17-802.

Response to Comment I17-854:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-855:
As discussed in Master Response #4, the General Plan 2030 Update and the RDEIR address
4,840 square miles of the County. The RDEIR provides sufficient level of detail to provide
decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently
takes account of environmental consequences” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). Furthermore,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states that “the environmental setting shall be no longer than is
necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its
alternatives.” The RDEIR describes existing overdraft conditions starting on page 3.6-26.
The comment also suggests providing information on overdraft conditions by community area.
As discussed under Response to Comment I26-24, political borders do not necessarily represent
sensible boundaries for evaluating resources, such as water supply (see O.W.L. Foundation v. City
of Rohnert Park (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 568). Also, see Master Response #6 for a discussion of
the Water Supply Evaluation.

Response to Comment I17-856:
Commenter inquires as to the impacts associated with increasing the depth of groundwater
pumping. Impacts to groundwater are discussed in RDEIR Section 3.6, Impact 3.6-2. The
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secondary effects for continued overdraft are clearly described on RDEIR page 3.6-42.
Additionally, a variety of information and statistics pertaining to groundwater conditions are
provided on pages 3.6-21 through 3.6-27 of the RDEIR. Additional historic data is also available
from the California Department of Water Resources.
Specific information related to increased energy consumption associated with water pumping was
not available during preparation of the greenhouse gas inventory and is therefore not included in
the overall inventory for the County. However, some increased electrical consumption
proportional to projected population growth was included in the business as usual inventory
projections. Most rural residences in the County are on private wells that would be accounted for
as part of the residential energy consumption estimates. Energy consumption is considered
proportional to the work required to transfer the water to the surface. If the water table is
currently at 100 feet and drops to 120 feet, it would require approximately twenty percent more
energy to pump the water to the surface. However it is considered speculative to identify a change
in depth to groundwater and associated energy consumption considering the uncertain conditions
that could occur through climate change and the actions planned to prevent this impact from
occurring as provided in the County’s General Plan 2030 Update and the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-857:
Please see RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.9 for discussion of water supply and water quality. Please
see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns and Master Response #11 for
discussion of the Yokohl Ranch Project.

Response to Comment I17-858:
Commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-813. Additionally, see Master
Response #5 for a discussion of land use designations and build out assumptions under the
proposed project and Master Response #6 for a discussion of the Water Supply Evaluation.

Response to Comment I17-859:
Please see RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.9 for analysis of impacts to water supply (including
groundwater). The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions
in Tulare County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts
of the proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix
(see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR
was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42),190 Cal.App.4th 324). Please also see Master Response #4
for the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the RDEIR. Furthermore, it is not the
purpose of the RDEIR to address impacts of the Alta Irrigation District MOU. The RDEIR
addresses impacts of the proposed project (i.e. the General Plan).
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Response to Comment I17-860:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the RDEIR and
General Plan 2030 Update to fix (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010)
183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a
feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of
Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th
324). The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-802 and Comment
I17-813. The commenter is directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional
information regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate level of detail.

Response to Comment I17-861:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-802 and Comment I17-813. The commenter is directed to
Master Response #4, which provides additional information regarding the programmatic nature of
the RDEIR and the appropriate level of detail.

Response to Comment I17-862:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-813. Please also see Master Response #4 for discussion of
the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-863:
The Background Report, Phase I Water Supply Evaluation, and RDEIR section 3.6 contain the
necessary environmental setting and baseline information to analyze impacts to water resources
under CEQA. The RDEIR adequately addresses impacts related to groundwater supply in
Section 3.6 and provides policies and implementation measures to comprehensively address the
issue. The groundwater basin and sub-basins (i.e. “reservoirs” referenced in the comment) are
shown in the Background Report in Figure 3.4. The overlying watersheds that feed into the basins
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and sub-basins are shown in RDEIR Figure 3.6-2. As discussed on RDEIR page 3.6-22 “Tulare
County has unconfined groundwater throughout the entire County, and confined groundwater in
its western portion underlying the Kings, Kaweah, and Tule Sub-basins… Tulare County is
primarily underlain by three groundwater sub-basins within the San Joaquin Valley basin.”
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-864:
The Background Report was prepared using the best available data at the time of its publication.
The base year for data collection varies by resource topic and depends on the availability of data
by the various organizations and agencies responsible for collection and presentation of their
specific data. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment
I17-46 and Comment I17-21. The commenter is referred to the RDEIR Section 3.6 and 3.9 for
discussion of existing conditions related to water supply and analysis of the impacts of the
proposed project.

Response to Comment I17-865:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). See the response prepared for
Comment I17-802. Economic costs are not environmental impacts under CEQA and need not be
analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15131). The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-866:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). See the response prepared for
Comment I17-802 and Comment I17-813. Additionally, commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
CEQA requires analysis of impacts to the existing physical conditions (see CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125). The comment does not explain what impacts they believe have not been
adequately addressed.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-344

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

Response to Comment I17-867:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). See the response prepared for
Comment I17-802 and Comment I17-813. Additionally, commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Please also see Master
Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan. Please also see County
Ordinance code Section 4-13-1740 and 1745 for discussion of well abandonment and well
destruction. Please also see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail
for the General Plan and the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-868:
The data provided in the Background Report, along with the data in the Water Supply Evaluation
(RDEIR Appendix G) is adequate to serve as a baseline against which impacts can be analyzed
under CEQA. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21813 and Comment I17-802. In particular, note that existing groundwater overdraft
and existing water quality issues are beyond the EIR to fix (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City
of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 3142), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). Nevertheless, Sections 3.6 and 3.9 both acknowledge existing conditions
such as groundwater overdraft and water quality issues. The RDEIR also discusses potential solutions
to existing problems on pages 3.9-37 through 3.9-39. This is consistent with the requirements of
CEQA for a General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-869:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-813.

Response to Comment I17-870:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
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proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). See the response prepared for
Comment I17-802 and Comment I17-813. Additionally, commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21, and Master Response #4
regarding the appropriate level of detail for the programmatic RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-871:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). The commenter is directed to the
responses prepared for Comment I17-802 and Comment I17-813. In addition, see the response
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-872:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I17-873:
The County is unable to speculate on the impacts of the recent litigation settlement on the San
Joaquin River and its impact on availability of supplies. However, please see discussion of water
supply uncertainty in Response to Comment I17-768 (see Appendix G of the RDEIR).

Response to Comment I17-874:
Commenter is referred to RDEIR section 3.4, which discusses the impacts of the project on
energy and climate change. Please also see Response to Comment I17-768.

Response to Comment I17-875:
Please see RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.9 which address impacts to water supply, groundwater, and
water quality. Economic impacts are not environmental impacts which must be addressed in this
situation (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).
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Response to Comment I17-876:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-802 and 813. The RDEIR
provides and appropriate level of detail for the environmental setting on water quality in Section
3.6. However, as discussed under Response to Comment I18-872 existing conditions are beyond
the scope of the EIR to fix. The General Plan also provides policies which limit development
unless there is a showing of an adequate water supply (see RDEIR Section 3.6 and 3.9 as well as
Policy PFS-2.2, “The County shall review new development proposals to ensure that the intensity
and timing of growth will be consistent with the availability of adequate production and delivery
systems. Projects must provide evidence of adequate system capacity prior to approval”).

Response to Comment I17-877:
Please see Response to Comment I17-768 which addresses uncertainty of existing water supplies.
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). The commenter is directed to the
response prepared for Comment I17-802 and Comment I17-813. In addition, see the response
prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-878:
The commenter is directed to the Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for
the programmatic RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-879:
Please see Response to Comment I17-768 which addresses uncertainty of existing water supplies.
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. This information is used to form the CEQA baseline against which the impacts of the
proposed project are measured. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was
not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See
also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22,
2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I17-880:
As discussed in Master Response #3, there are numerous existing Federal, State, and local
regulations which will also shape existing and future development within the County. These
programs, as related to water supply, are discussed in the regulatory setting in RDEIR Section
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3.6. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-802. Additionally,
please see Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the programmatic
RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-881:
Please see Response to Comment I17-768 which addresses uncertainty of existing water supplies.
Commenter has reiterated statements contained in the Background Report. No further response is
required.

Response to Comment I17-882:
The DEIR and accompanying documents from 2008 have been superseded by the 2010 General
Plan 2030 Update, RDEIR, and accompanying documents. See Master Response #2. Further, the
County is unable to speculate on the impacts of the recent litigation settlement on the San Joaquin
River and its impact on availability of supplies.

Response to Comment I17-883:
While the litigation is not mentioned in the text of the proposed General Plan, there is no
requirement to include this language in the General Plan itself (see Government Code 65300 et
seq.). Furthermore, existing uncertainties, including water related litigation, are clearly addressed
in the RDEIR. See Response to Comment I17-768.

Response to Comment I17-884:
The DEIR and accompanying documents from 2008 have been superseded by the 2010 General
Plan 2030 Update, RDEIR, and accompanying documents. See Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-885:
The commenter provides no specific data that they believe to be inaccurate in the RDEIR. The
Background Report was prepared using the best available data at the time of its publication. The
base year for data collection varies by resource topic and depends on the availability of data by
the various organizations and agencies responsible for collection and presentation of their specific
data. The CEQA Guidelines recognize that “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters.” The data provided is adequate to serve as a baseline against which impacts can be
analyzed. Existing conditions are beyond the scope of the EIR to fix (see Watsonville Pilots
Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to
resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley
Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S.
6565 (pages 31-42), 190 Cal.App.4th 324). Funding and other economic effects are not
environmental impacts and need not be discussed in the RDEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15131).
Please also see Master Response #3 and #4 for discussion of implementation and the appropriate
level of detail for a General Plan and RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I17-886:
The information stated in the comment is information related to existing conditions in Tulare
County. The data provided is adequate to serve as a baseline against which impacts can be
analyzed. Please see Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
programmatic RDEIR and the General Plan.

Response to Comment I17-887:
Please see the response prepared for Comment I17-1. Please also see Response to Comment I21-2
and Master Response #5 for discussion of how the General Plan focuses growth. Please see
Master Response #3 and #4 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan, enforceability
of General Plan policies, and the appropriate level of detail. Please see RDEIR Section 3.4 for
discussion of Climate Change and Master Response #10 for discussion of the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-888:
Every effort was made to make the RDEIR a reader-friendly document and to fulfill the
informational purpose of CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines §15121). The RDEIR was prepared with
a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences in light of what
is reasonably feasible (CEQA Guidelines §15151). “[T]he adequacy of an EIR is determined in
terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at
issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project.
CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines, §15204(a)).
Similarly, “the description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an
understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” The
information and organization in the RDEIR represents the lead agency’s good faith effort at full
disclosure without overwhelming the reader with technical and specialized analysis and data
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15151, 15147, 15148). See Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the level
of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Regarding patterns of growth
allowed under the proposed project, see Master Response #5.
The commenter also references language on RDEIR page 3.6-36 and states that “which is absurd
given the immense difference in the County’s water resources over its vast and varied
geography.” The language quoted by the comment is contained in the Section labeled “Summary
of Impacts.” The commenter is directed to the individual impact analysis in the ensuing pages for
greater detail (RDEIR pages 3.6-37 through 3.6-57). Please also see Master Response #5 and
Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of buildout.

Response to Comment I17-889:
As discussed under Response to Comment I11-77, existing conditions are not impacts of the
proposed project, and are beyond the scope of the RDEIR to fix.
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Response to Comment I17-890:
The commenter is directed to the Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the general plan and programmatic
EIR. The commenter is referred to Response to Comments on policies in this document (I17-1
through I17-1093.).

Response to Comment I17-891:
The commenter is directed to the Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the general plan and programmatic
EIR. Commenter states that feasible mitigation is available but does not suggest any specific
mitigation and therefore no further response can be provided.

Response to Comment I17-892:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-893:
Contrary to the commenter’s characterization of the General Plan 2030 Update (and the RDEIR)
the proposed General Plan 2030 Update focuses future growth within and around established
community areas (please see Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25).
Numerous policies designed to minimize and reduce VMT throughout the entire county are
included. Please see response to comment I14-34 for a list of these policies. Many of the goals
and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the
RDEIR. The proposed General Plan also contains numerous policies designed to cluster
development and provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, PF-1.2, PF-2.2, PF-3.2,
PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ3.2, Air Quality Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including density
bonuses and financial assistance]). Although there are limits to growth in these areas, they are
better suited for development than rural (undeveloped) areas. This overall strategy is consistent
with the commenter’s policy preferences indicated in this comment. Public transit and other
transportation modes have dedicated funding from the federal, state and local agencies that will
address increased demand in public transit. Long range transit planning efforts, including the
Tulare County Regional Transportation Plan, have identified additional transit, bus rapid transit
and light rail passenger service that will be created when demand and or population densities are
high enough.
The General Plan Framework Component of the General Plan 2030 Update sets the geographic
policies that would guide future development within the County and focus growth within
specified areas of the County; thereby limiting sprawl and preserving the County’s open as much
as possible. Boundaries for these specified areas of the County (e.g., UABs, UDBs) have
previously been adopted through a General Plan Amendment, Community Plan, Area Plan or
other type of plan. These existing plans were not revised or readopted in 2010 as part of the
General Plan 2030 Update with two exceptions: the Urban Development Boundary for the Pixley
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Community Plan was modified to include the Harmon Field Airport and the County Adopted City
General Plan for Dinuba was modified to reflect the recently annexed Dinuba Golf Course,
residential and wastewater treatment area (Goals and Policies Report, pp. 1-4). Land use and
zoning designations were applied within them at the time of their adoption.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-894:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for I17-1, Comment, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Please also see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for discussion of
implementation of the General Plan, enforceability of General Plan policy, and the appropriate
level of detail.

Response to Comment I17-895:
The commenter requests additional information regarding designated scenic roads in the County.
There are two State Routes that are eligible to become scenic corridors. State scenic corridors in
Tulare County include State Route 198 from State Route 99 to Sequoia National Park and State
Route 190 East of Porterville. Efforts to move forward with this designation have been
unsuccessful in the past due to business owner’s concerns of implementing restrictions along
these routes. Because no roads in the County have been formally designated as “scenic,” it is not
necessary to revised Figure 13-1 in the General Plan 2030 Update. However, the County would
work with appropriate agencies to support the designation of scenic highways and roads in the
County (Policy TC-1.12).

Response to Comment I17-896:
The creation of State Route 65, north from State Route 198, is a concept based upon Caltrans
long range planning effort that date back to 1933. The State Route 65 corridor is ultimately
planned to relieve congestion on State Route 99 after it is widened to 8 lanes. The proposed
alignment will potentially affect future land uses and will go through detailed planning and
engineering studies in the future, which is beyond the horizon of the proposed project. No
funding sources have been identified for this project. This information was included in the
General Plan because Government Code Section 65302(b) requires information on the general
location of “proposed major thoroughfares…” Please see Master Response #3 and #4 for
discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan. As discussed by the California
Supreme Court “it is proper for a lead agency to use its discretion to focus a first-tier EIR on only
the general plan or program, leaving project-level details to subsequent EIR's when specific
projects are being considered”(In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143).
Similar to the discussion of future roadway projects referenced in the comment, the Port of Long
Beach in the Al Larson Boat Shop case, included discussion in their planning document of
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proposed/anticipated projects pursuant to Pub. Res. Section 30711(a)(4), however the Port did not
include detailed analysis of these future projects (Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor
Commissioners of the City of Long Beach (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729,737). The court concluded
that the “project” did not include the approval of any of the “anticipated projects” (Id. at 743).
The “deferral of more detailed analysis to a project EIR is legitimate” even though some of those
project level EIRs were certified concurrently with the PMP first-tier EIR (Id. at 746-747). The
court reasoned that this approach is consistent with allowing the Port to consider “a broad range
of policy alternatives for the overall development of the port to permit the Board to consider
alternative directions for the Port independent of particular projects” (Id. at 744).

Response to Comment I17-897:
Goal TC-3 on page 13-9 (Part I) has been revised to include the correction identified by the
commenter.
TC-3. To improve and enhance current rail services that stimulate economic growth and meet the
needs of freight and human transportation [New Goal]. To enhance airports in the County to meet
the County’s changing needs and demands while minimizing adverse airport-related
environmental impacts and safety hazards [New Goal].
This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-898:
Considerations for effects on existing land uses are appropriately addressed in relevant policies
for New Towns (see PF-5.1, PF-5.2) and private airfields (see, e.g., TC-3.4, TC-3.5). The
commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-899:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-900:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-901:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Please also see Master Response #3, #4, and #7.
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Response to Comment I17-902:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-903:
The bicycle routes shown in Figure 5-9 (Background Report) are planned bikeways. As the
commenter indicates, the bicycle route in Three Rivers should be identified as a Class II facility
in the Tulare County Regional Bicycle Plan. Existing bikeways are located in Three Rivers on
State Route 198, Caldwell Avenue from Visalia to Exeter and on Avenue 416 from Dinuba to
Orosi. Additionally, the commenter is referred to Figure 13-2 on page 13-12 (Part I) of the
General Plan 2030 Update to see the proposed Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan. The
General Plan 2030 Update Background Report and RDEIR were prepared using the best available
information at the time of their preparation. The commenter’s suggestion is noted; however, the
proposed suggestion would not affect the environmental analysis provided in the RDEIR and the
proposed change, while noted, is not made in the Background Report. The commenter is also
referred to Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I17-904:
See Response to Comment I17-903. The commenter asks for additional information regarding
existing bikeways, and whether Measure R funds were allocated to bikeways. Existing bikeways
are located in Three Rivers on State Route 198, Caldwell Avenue from Visalia to Exeter and on
Avenue 416 from Dinuba to Orosi. The Santa Fe Bike path from Visalia to Tulare (along the
Santa Fe rail corridor) has been approved and will link the two cities. Funds from Measure R
funds are allocated to non-vehicular travel (14% for environmental mitigation, non-motorized and
transit projects). As bicycle demand increases, facilities will be developed to meet the user’s
needs. In the mean time, local agency bicycle plans are developed based upon public outreach
and identified need of the cyclists.

Response to Comment I17-905:
Please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail. The RDEIR
provides sufficient information to provide “an understanding of the significant effects of the
proposed project and its alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). During the Tulare
County Project Review process developers and county staff determine the specific infrastructure
improvements based on the specific needs of the area and specific project at the time they are
proposed. The RDEIR is not intended to provide site specific impact analysis, given that it
addressed over 4,840 square miles. It would be infeasible to provide this level of detail in the
RDEIR. Furthermore, existing conditions are not impacts of the proposed project as discussed in
greater detail in Response to Comment I11-77. The commenter is directed to RDEIR page 3.2-37
for discussion of pedestrian and bicycle impacts.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46
and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-906:
As the commenter indicates, the Safe Routes to School programs are a great way to supplement
local funding for infrastructure projects. Many local agencies have approved SR2S grants; please
review the following website:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/saferoutes.htm.

Response to Comment I17-907:
Tulare County transit services are offered to a majority of communities and surrounding cities
(Traver, Delft Colony, London, Dinuba, Sultana, Orosi, Cutler, East Orosi, Yettem, Seville,
Justice Complex, Ivanhoe, Woodlake, Lemon Cove, Three Rivers, Lindsay, Strathmore,
Plainview, Woodville, Poplar, Porterville, Springville, Terra Bella, Tipton, Pixley, Earlimart,
Delano and Richgrove). There are minimum requirements (10% fare box ratio) to continue to
provide service for individual routes as well as overall fare box ratio goals. Based on information
provided on the Caltrans website
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/systemops/hov/Park_and_Ride/pdfs/d6_prkride.pdf ) there are
no existing park and ride lots within Tulare County. However, commuters have unmarked
locations where ride-share opportunities exist, i.e., shopping centers, hotels, etc. Please note that,
over the life of the General Plan 2030 Update, routes and schedules would be expected to adjust
to changing conditions.

Response to Comment I17-908:
The commenter requests inclusion of additional information in the Background Report regarding
jobs and housing ratios and balance, including the types and wages of jobs available in various
communities, and additional detail regarding the current workforce.
The Background Report was prepared using the best available data at the time of its publication.
The base year for data collection varies by resource topic and depends on the availability of data
by the various organizations and agencies responsible for collection and presentation of their
specific data. The level of detail regarding the jobs to housing balance in Tulare County (see 2010
Background Report, p. 5-80) is adequate for a general plan and the general plan’s EIR. The
commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-909:
TCAG did adopt the 2007 and 2010 Tulare County Regional Bicycle Plan that included a
dedicated Tulare County section. Implementation of the Transportation and Circulation Element
policies and the objectives of the Tulare County Regional Bicycle Plan are discussed in the
RDEIR. Policy TC-5.1 (Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System) would require the County to coordinate
with TCAG on the development of a Countywide multi-purpose trail system. TC-5.6 (Regional
Bicycle Transportation Plan) requires the County to identify County-wide recreational and
commuter bicycle routes and update the Tulare County Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan as
appropriate (see RDEIR, p. 3.2-37). TC Implementation Measure #23 would require the County
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to evaluate the objectives of the Tulare County Regional Bicycle Plan every five years in
coordination the five year General Plan review (RDEIR, p. 3.2-37 – 3.2-38). Tulare County is
planning to provide for bicycle use on Road 108, Avenue 280 in the future, and already approved
the Santa Fe corridor trail (see Figure 13-2 on page 13-12 (Part 1) of the General Plan 2030
Update to see future bikeways). Most Tulare County communities have sidewalks for pedestrian
uses. The RDEIR accurately discloses that the Mill Creek Trail and St. John’s Trail are located in
the City of Visalia and the Tule River Trail is located in the City of Porterville. In addition,
various Land Use, Scenic Landscape, and Air Quality Element Policies would provide for or
encourage improved conditions for pedestrian use (see, e.g., LU-7.3 (Friendly Streets), LU7.4(Streetscape Continuity), LU-7.5 I (Crime Prevention Through Design), SL-3.1 (Community
Centers and Neighborhoods), AQ-2.2 (Indirect Source Review), AQ-2.3 (Transportation and Air
Quality) ).
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21

Response to Comment I17-910:
As discussed in the RDEIR, under Impact 3.2-4, impacts to public transit are assessed
qualitatively. There are, however, minimum fiscal requirements to operate a transit system. A fare
box ratio of 10% is required system-wide for Tulare County. Each year, as required by law,
TCAG conducts unmet transit needs hearings to determine the merit of adding or modifying
transit service. Dedicated Measure R funding (14%) is available for environmental mitigation and
non-motorized travel. Please note that the proposed General Plan 2030 Update focuses future
growth within and around established community areas, such as in UDBs and UABs, consistent
with the commenter’s implicit endorsement of compact, efficient growth patterns. Many of the
goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15
of the RDEIR. Please also see the responses to Comment A8-8 and Comment A8-10, Master
Response #6 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25.
The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-911:
Analysis in the RDEIR takes into account the close relationship between transportation and
circulation needs, and the location and distribution of land uses. As required under Government
Code Section 65302(b)(1), the General Plan 2030 update includes a circulation element which
includes the general location and extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares and
transportation routes, correlated with the land use element of the plan. Also, consistent with new
requirements in the Government Code Section 65302(b)(2) and 2009 revisions to the CEQA
Guidelines the County will also continue to address vehicular and non-vehicular modes of transit
(mass transit, pedestrians, bicyclists). The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared
for Comment I17-893, Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.
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Response to Comment I17-912:
Estimating relative costs for various forms of transportation is beyond the scope of analysis
required in the RDEIR. While economic considerations are important to the County, such
economic analysis is beyond the scope of CEQA and this RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15131). The commenter is also directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-893,
Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-913:
The commenter is referred to the RDEIR for analysis of impacts to resource areas mentioned in
this comment, for the proposed project and alternatives. Analysis in the RDEIR is adequate. The
commenter is also referred to the responses above, addressing the commenter’s specific concerns.
Please also see the responses prepared for Comment I17-755, Comment I17-1, Comment, I17-46
and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-914:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-755, Comment I17-1,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-915:
The impacts of the proposed project on transportation and circulation are adequately addressed in
RDEIR section 3.2. Impacts have been mitigated to the extent feasible.

Response to Comment I17-916:
The proposed project and RDEIR recognizes that air quality is poor in the San Joaquin Valley and
in Tulare County. Current efforts are made to improve air quality through local, state and federal
requirements. All county residents, regardless of their economic status, have available access to
public transit, bicycle routes, sidewalks, etc. Note that while policy makers may take economic
and social effects into consideration, they are not environmental impacts and need not be
addressed in the RDEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15131).

Response to Comment I17-917:
The commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 3.2 regarding impacts of the project on traffic and
circulation. Additionally, see the response prepared for A8-11 for a discussion of transportation
measures designed to reduce climate change impacts, and Master Response #10 regarding the
County’s Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I17-918:
The commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 3.2 regarding impacts of the project on traffic and
circulation and the measures designed to reduce those impacts. Traffic calming policies and
implementation measures are provided in the Transportation & Circulation Element of the
General Plan 2030 Update (Part 1, page 13-1).

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-356

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

Response to Comment I17-919:
The commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 3.2 regarding impacts of the project on traffic and
circulation and the measures designed to reduce those impacts. Pedestrian and bicycle safety
policies (TC-5.1, 5.2, and 5.3) are provided under goal TC-5 in the Transportation & Circulation
Element of the General Plan 2030 Update (Part 1, page 13-11). Multiple transit-oriented and
mixed-use development policies are included under goal TC-4 and TC-5 in the General Plan 2030
Update (Part 1, pages 13-10 and 13-11).

Response to Comment I17-920:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment
I17-1, Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21.

Response to Comment I17-921:
Comment noted. Every effort was made to make the RDEIR a reader-friendly document and to
fulfill the informational purpose of CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines §15121).

Response to Comment I17-922:
Comment noted. Every effort was made to make the RDEIR a reader-friendly document and to
fulfill the informational purpose of CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines §15121). The RDEIR was
prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences
in light of what is reasonably feasible (CEQA Guidelines §15151). “[T]he adequacy of an EIR is
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the
project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study,
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines §15204(a)).
The information and organization in the RDEIR represents the lead agency’s good faith effort at
full disclosure without overwhelming the reader with technical and specialized analysis and data
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15151, 15147, 15148). See Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the level
of detail appropriate for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the EIR.

Response to Comment I17-923:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922. Additionally, see
Master Response #5 regarding the land use diagram, land use designations, and build out
assumptions.

Response to Comment I17-924:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #11 regarding Yokohl Ranch.

Response to Comment I17-925:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #11 regarding Yokohl Ranch.
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Response to Comment I17-926:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922. Additionally, see
Master Response #5 regarding the land use diagram, land use designations, and build out
assumptions.

Response to Comment I17-927:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-928:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-929:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-930:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-931:
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required.

Response to Comment I17-932:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-933:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-934:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-935:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-936:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-937:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.
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Response to Comment I17-938:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-939:
A proper baseline and adequate analysis of impacts to public services and other public facilities is
provided in RDEIR section 3.9. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment
I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-940:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-941:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-942:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-943:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-944:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-945:
Comment noted. The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1.

Response to Comment I17-946:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I17-1 and Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-947:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1 and I17-922.
Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the
General Plan and programmatic EIR. Commenter is also directed to Master Response #5
regarding the land use diagram, land use designations and build out assumptions under the
General Plan 2030 Update. Lastly, commenter is directed to Master Response #11 regarding
Yokohl Ranch.
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Response to Comment I17-948:
Financial and economic issues are not environmental impacts under CEQA and need not be
analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15131). The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-1 and I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-949:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1 and Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-950:
Please see Master Response #2 and Response to Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-951:
Please see Master Response #2 and Response to Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-952:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-922 and Master Response
#2.

Response to Comment I17-953:
Responses to comments on documents other than the RDEIR and its supporting materials are not
provided (CEQA Guidelines §15204). The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a
discussion of project alternatives analyzed by the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-954:
The impacts each of the Alternatives would have on public services and utilities is provided in
RDEIR section 4.3.

Response to Comment I17-955:
Financial and economic issues are not environmental impacts under CEQA and need not be
analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15131). The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I17-1 and I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-956:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1 and Comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-957:
The commenter is directed to the Master Response #5 regarding land use designations and build
out assumptions.
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Response to Comment I17-958:
The commenter is directed to RDEIR section 3.9.

Response to Comment I17-959:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-960:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR.

Response to Comment I17-961:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR.

Response to Comment I17-962:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR.

Response to Comment I17-963:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR.

Response to Comment I17-964:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment I17-965:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR.
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Response to Comment I17-966:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR.

Response to Comment I17-967:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR. To the extent that commenter references the previous Draft EIR, General Plan Update, and/or
comments submitted on those documents in 2008, please see Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-968:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR. To the extent that commenter references the previous Draft EIR, General Plan Update, and/or
comments submitted on those documents in 2008, please see Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I17-969:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-970:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-971:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-972:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
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Response to Comment I17-973:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-974:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-975:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-46 and
Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-976:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-6,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan
and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-977:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-6,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan
and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-978:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-6,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan
and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-979:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-6,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan
and programmatic EIR. Lastly, see Master Response #8, which addresses the Foothill Growth
Management Plan in more detail.
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Response to Comment I17-980:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-6,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan
and programmatic EIR. Lastly, see Master Response #8, which addresses the Foothill Growth
Management Plan in more detail.

Response to Comment I17-981:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-6,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan
and programmatic EIR. Lastly, see Master Response #8, which addresses the Foothill Growth
Management Plan in more detail.

Response to Comment I17-982:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1, Comment I17-6,
Comment I17-46 and Comment I17-21. Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding
the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan
and programmatic EIR. Lastly, see Master Response #8, which addresses the Foothill Growth
Management Plan in more detail.

Response to Comment I17-983:
The RDEIR had a 60-day public review period, which exceeds the minimum requirements of
CEQA (Pub. Res. Code §21091). Comments on the 2008 DEIR were accepted during the public
review period for the 2008 Draft EIR which included an extended review period. Please see
Master Response #2 and Comment I17-6 for further details.

Response to Comment I17-984:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-985:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.
The RDEIR provides sufficient level of detail to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental
consequences” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section
15125 states that “the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an
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understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” Please also
see Response to Comment I17-20.

Response to Comment I17-986:
Comment I17-983 states that Response to Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008
EIR and General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to
determine what issues the commenter still believe to be applicable.
The RDEIR provides sufficient level of detail to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental
consequences” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section
15125 states that “the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an
understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.”
Furthermore, impacts are made in comparison to existing conditions; therefore information about
existing zoning is not necessary for an understanding of the existing conditions (see CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15125 and 15126.2). Please also see Master Response #5 for discussion of
buildout.

Response to Comment I17-987:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. As noted on page 1-3 (Part I) of the
General Plan 2030 Update, the FGMP was adopted in revised form in 2010.
The proposed project as currently proposed is included in RDEIR Appendix C, including the
FGMP.

Response to Comment I17-988:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.
Please see Response to Comment I17-987.

Response to Comment I17-989:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. The comment does not address the
content or adequacy of the RDEIR, no further response is required (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15204).
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Response to Comment I17-990:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please see Master Response #11 and
Response to Comment A8-10 for discussion of the Yokohl Ranch Project.

Response to Comment I17-991:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please see Master Response #11 and
Response to Comment A8-10 for discussion of the Yokohl Ranch Project.

Response to Comment I17-992:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please see Master Response #11 and
Response to Comment A8-10 for discussion of the Yokohl Ranch Project.

Response to Comment I17-993:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please see Master Response #11 and
Response to Comment A8-10 for discussion of the Yokohl Ranch Project.

Response to Comment I17-994:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please see Master Response #5 and
Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of buildout and land use designations.

Response to Comment I17-995:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. This is a restatement of a comment on
the 2008 General Plan, and was previously submitted. The quoted language is not included in the
current draft of the General Plan. No further response is required.

Response to Comment I17-996:
This is a restatement of a comment on the 2008 General Plan, and was previously submitted. No
response is required. The quoted language is not included in the current draft of the General Plan.
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The commenter is referred to Figure 3.1-1 on page 3.1-3 of the RDEIR for the Land Use
Diagram. Also, see Master Response #5.
Please note that language on General Plan Part II, page 3-1 reads as follows:
“Development Corridors. Areas in the foothills where development may occur
provided it meets or demonstrates that it will meet the development standards of the
FGMP. Lands identified as development corridors are designated on the Land Use
Diagram as Foothill Mixed Use or are located within a Planned Community Area
pursuant to Policy FGMP-1.13: Identity of Foothill Places.”
Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 for further discussion of development corridors.

Response to Comment I17-997:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-998:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-999:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,000:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,001:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,002:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.
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Response to Comment I17-1,003:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,004:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,005:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,006:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,007:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,008:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,009:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1 and
FGMP Development Standards on page 3-29 (Part II) of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-1,010:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.
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Response to Comment I17-1,011:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,012:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,013:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,014:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,015:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I17-1,016:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,017:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,018:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. The Badger Corridor exists as a prior
General Plan Amendment from 1983 (see GPA 83-03).
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Response to Comment I17-1,019:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,020:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,021:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,022:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1 and
Response to Comment I17-1018.

Response to Comment I17-1,023:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,024:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,025:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,026:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.
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Response to Comment I17-1,027:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,028:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,029:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,030:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,031:
Comment I17-983 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1. .

Response to Comment I17-1,032:
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I17-1,033
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,034
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.
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Response to Comment I17-1,035
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable. Please see Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I17-1,036
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,037
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,038
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,039
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,040
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,041
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.

Response to Comment I17-1,042
Comment I17-984 states that Comments I17-984 through I17-1042 address the 2008 EIR and
General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #2, the County does not have a duty to determine
what issues the commenter still believes to be applicable.
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Response to Comment I17-1,043:
Commenter requests that the Ahwahnee Principles be incorporated. As acknowledged by the
commenter in Comment I17-41, the draft General Plan contains Goals and Policies similar to the
cited “Ahwahnee Principles.” The commenter also cites a “Specific Plan” as evidence that these
principles can be implemented in more concrete form. A specific plan is more specific and
designed to implement a General Plan (see Government Code Section 65450 et seq). The General
Plan does not preclude preparation of Specific Plans. However, as discussed in Master Response
#4, the proposed project in this RDEIR is for a General Plan. Please also see the response
prepared for Comment I17-1.
The commenter provides only General principles but does not provide actually suggested policy
language. Many of these general Principles are already incorporated into the General Plan. Please
see Response to Comments I17-329, I17-742, I17- 813, I17-815, I17-828, I11-82, and I11-86 for
discussion of water conservation measures, drought tolerant landscaping requirements, and
existing County Ordinance code requirements in the event of water shortages. Please see
Response to Comment I21-2 and Master Response #4 for discussion of focused development.

Response to Comment I17-1,044:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,043.

Response to Comment I17-1,045:
Commenter has submitted additional comments on the Alternatives Chapter of the RDEIR.
Responses to specific comments are provided below in responses to comments I17-1,046 through
I17-1,093.

Response to Comment I17-1,046:
Commenter’s opinions and suggestion to change the language of the RDEIR is noted. The
comment does not point to an inadequacy in the environmental analysis of the RDEIR and no
further response is necessary.

Response to Comment I17-1,047:
Commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-922 and Master Response #5.

Response to Comment I17-1,048:
The information in the RDEIR provides a description of the Alternatives that were evaluated and
uses the most current data available. To the extent the previous documents referenced by
commenter conflict with the information in the RDEIR, those documents do not apply. Please see
RDEIR section 4.3, pages 4-23 through 4-27 for a description of the Rural Communities
Alternative (Alternative 3).
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Response to Comment I17-1,049:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the RDEIR alternatives analysis.
Additionally, see Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the General
Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-1,050:
The RDEIR analyzes the impact each alternative would have on each environmental resource
area under CEQA. See RDEIR Chapter 4.0, Master Response #9, and Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I17-1,051:
Commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,048. Additionally, see Master
Response #9 and Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I17-1,052:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the RDEIR alternatives analysis. Please
see RDEIR Section 4.4 for discussion of the environmentally superior alternative.

Response to Comment I17-1,053:
Commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,048.

Response to Comment I17-1,054:
Commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I17-1,048. See RDEIR page 4-6 for
a description of the No-Project Alternative and page 4-32 for a description of the Confined
Growth Alternative. The No-Project Alternative assumes no updated general plan. The lack of
legal, comprehensive, and updated general plan would severely limit the ability of the County to
grow in an orderly manner. Consequently, it is assumed that development and population levels
would be likely lower for the County’s unincorporated areas under the No Project Alternative.
As more fully described on pages 4-2 and 4-3 of the RDEIR, the proposed project and the
alternatives addressed in RDEIR are based on several ideas and concepts developed with the
public during several community workshops held in Visalia, Lindsay, Goshen, Pixley, Orosi, and
Springville along with input from the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and County staff
during the spring of 2004. As part of the process, several alternative land use scenarios were also
considered which formed the basis for the alternatives identified in the RDEIR.
Background information regarding the community workshops and the alternative
development/selection process was originally provided as a standalone “Policy Alternatives”
report that was available for public review and presented to the County Board of Supervisors in
August of 2005. The report is available on the County’s website at
http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/documents.html. The report is extensive and provides the
following details regarding the proposed land use alternatives for the general plan: capacity to
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grow, implications of agricultural land loss, development of alternatives, selecting focus
communities, alternatives considered and provides a comparison of the proposed alternatives.

Response to Comment I17-1,055:
See RDEIR page 4-13 for a discussion of the No-Project Alternative’s ability to meet project
objectives. Additionally, see Master Response #9 and Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I17-1,056:
See RDEIR page 4-28 for a discussion of Alternative 4’s ability to meet each of the project
objectives. Additionally, see Master Response #9 and Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I17-1,057:
Table 4-2 of the RDEIR states that Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would not avoid rural residential
sprawl.

Response to Comment I17-1,058:
RDEIR Table 4-3 provides a comparison of the impacts of the proposed project with those of
each alternative. It includes all of the less than significant and significant and unavoidable
impacts of the proposed project. Minus (-) signs indicate when an alternative has a lesser impact
than the proposed project. Plus (+) signs indicate when an alternative has a greater impact than
the proposed project. There are numerous instances where the alternatives have either greater or
lesser impacts as compared to the proposed project, as clearly indicated in the Table. Based on an
overall comparison of impacts, Alternative 5, the Confined Growth Alternative, was determined
to be the environmentally superior alternative. Please see Master Response #9 regarding the range
of alternatives analyzed in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I17-1,059:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the
RDEIR and the “Healthy Growth Alternative” proposed by Tulare County Citizens for
Responsible Growth. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns and
growth corridors.

Response to Comment I17-1,060:
Please see the response prepared for Comment I17-922. The RDEIR analyzes the impacts of the
proposed project on climate change in section 3.4 and compares these impacts with those of the
alternatives in section 4.3. See Master Response #10 regarding the Climate Action Plan and GHG
mitigation measures. Additionally, see Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
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Response to Comment I17-1,061:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the
RDEIR and the “Healthy Growth Alternative” proposed by Tulare County Citizens for
Responsible Growth. Please see Response to Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5 for
discussion of focused development. Please see response to comment A8-7 for discussion of new
towns and corridors.

Response to Comment I17-1,062:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the range
of alternatives analyzed in the RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment I21-2 and Master
Response #5 for discussion of focused development. Please see response to comment A8-7 for
discussion of new towns and corridors. Please also see Master Response #11 for discussion of the
Yokohl Ranch Project.

Response to Comment I17-1,063:
The RDEIR qualitatively analyzes the impacts of the alternatives, which is an acceptable method
of analysis under CEQA. As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) “…the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant
effects of the project as proposed.” Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-1,064:
Please see the response prepared for comment I17-147, I17-205, I17-663, and I17-778.

Response to Comment I17-1,065:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General Plan
policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I17-1,066:
It is unclear what the commenter means by “Impact Statements.” To the extent the commenter is
referencing the significance criteria/thresholds; the commenter is directed to Response to
Comment I11-14.

Response to Comment I17-1,067:
Commenter asks why certain words have been omitted from the impact statements in RDEIR
Table 4-3. Please see Response to Comment I11-14.

Response to Comment I17-1,068:
See the response prepared for Comment I11-14.
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Response to Comment I17-1,069:
See the response prepared for Comment I11-14.

Response to Comment I17-1,070:
See the response prepared for Comment I11-14.

Response to Comment I17-1,071:
See the response prepared for Comment I11-14.

Response to Comment I17-1,072:
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendices F and G, the energy impacts of the proposed
project are analyzed in its own section and are not grouped under the category of impacts to
public services. The energy impacts of the proposed project are adequately analyzed in RDEIR
Section 3.4. Impacts to public services and facilities are adequately analyzed in RDEIR Section 3.9.
To the extent the commenter is referring to secondary impacts from the construction of energy
facilities, the commenter is referred to Master Response #4 and Response to Comment I21-144
regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and Programmatic EIR. While
population growth and the associated development under the horizon year (2030) of the General
Plan are reasonably foreseeable, specific types of development on any particular parcel is largely
speculative (see Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th
351). The County cannot predict precisely where development will occur up to the year 2030
such that it could specifically identify the impacts of that site specific development. Furthermore,
the impacts of County wide development addressed in the individual resource chapters of the
RDEIR include all types of development including residential, commercial, and industrial, as well
as infrastructure projects. It would not be feasible to provide the level of detail requested for
energy facilities, for every type of facility in the County. Please see Master Response #5 for
greater detail regarding the build-out assumptions of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I17-1,073:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9.

Response to Comment I17-1,074:
Please see RDEIR page 4-18, Alternative would be accomplished through the following changes:
However, unlike the proposed project, the focus of growth under Alternative 2 is within
existing urban areas (cities). New development (i.e., residential/commercial growth)
would be concentrated in areas already committed to a degree of urban development and
have provisions for some utility/road infrastructure or adequate levels of public services.
This alternative assumes that incorporated cities would increase the density of
development within the city and develop contiguous land adjacent to the city to
accommodate growth.
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In order to accomplish this land use goal, several revisions to the Goals and Policies
Report (Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update) would be required, in particular those
included in the Planning Framework Element that are designed to manage growth near
existing city boundaries (see Table 4- 4). Revised policies would incorporate land use
strategies that would require greater land use efficiency standards for development on
important farmlands within the CACUDBs (20 year boundary) for unincorporated
communities and hamlets. Additional strategies that could be integrated into the policies
and implementation measures of the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan
2030 Update) to direct growth within existing CACUDBs for the incorporated cities in
the County include:


Cities accept significant growth and accommodate it through infill development,
higher densities, and transportation infrastructure.



County limits rural residential development.



County continues to improve quality of life and services in unincorporated
communities but does not make growth inducing infrastructure improvements.



County limits commercial development to local serving in unincorporated
communities.



County continues to focus on facilitating/managing agricultural development.



County and cities need to evaluate revenue-sharing agreement.



Under this alternative, slower development patterns are assumed to continue through
the entire 2030 planning horizon, with the unincorporated population being slightly
lower ( 206,880 individuals by 2030 versus 222,580) than that anticipated under the
proposed project (see Table 4-1).

Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922 and I23-70.

Response to Comment I17-1,075:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR (see also CEQA Guidelines Section
15125.6(d)). Additionally, commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,076:
The impacts each of the alternatives would have on energy and global climate change are
discussed in RDEIR section 4.3. Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
Additionally, commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment I17-922.
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Response to Comment I17-1,077:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,078:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,079:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,080:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,081:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,082:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
Additionally, commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,083:
Economic and financial analyses are not part of an EIR analysis. Please note that a cost/benefit
analysis is not required under CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines. “Neither CEQA nor the State
CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR include studies comparing the project’s environmental
costs with its benefits…the only direct comparison required in an EIR is the comparison of the
project alternatives…, and a cost benefit analysis is not required in making that comparison”
(Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB,
2008), p. 643-644, § 13.34).
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Response to Comment I17-1,084:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,085:
The intended meaning of the comment is unclear. Commenter is referred to Master Response #9
and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment
I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,086:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to
the response prepared for comment I17-922.

Response to Comment I17-1,087:
The comment states that “all of the alternatives except #1-No Project assume that all of the
proposed policies and implementation measures contained in the GPU GPR w/b included as part
of each alternative…” Contrary to the comment, the alternatives would include revised policies.
Please see Response to Comment I17-1,074 and I23-70.

Response to Comment I17-1,088:
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns and growth corridors. Please
also see Master Response #9.

Response to Comment I17-1,089:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. Commenter is referred to Master Response #9 and Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
Additionally, commenter is referred to the response prepared for comment I17-922. Please see
Master Response #2 for discussion of comments on the 2008 DEIR.

Response to Comment I17-1,090:
Please see Master Response #2 for discussion of comments on the 2008 DEIR.

Response to Comment I17-1,091:
Comment noted. Please see master Response #3, #4, and #9.
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Response to Comment I17-1,092:
The commenter’s support for the “Healthy Growth Alternative” submitted by Tulare County
Citizens for Responsible Growth is noted. Please see Master Response #1 and #9.

Response to Comment I17-1,093:
The commenter’s concluding statement is noted.

Letter I18. James Seligman
Response to Comment I18-1:
Comment noted. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the
proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the
goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15
of the RDEIR. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further
response required. However, the commenter’s concerns be forwarded to County decision makers
for additional consideration.

Response to Comment I18-2:
CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one
or more of the significant effects of the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 (c)).
CEQA does not require an alternative to be superior to the proposed project in every respect
(Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App. 4th 523, 547). The RDEIR analyzes a
reasonable range of alternatives that reduce one or more of the significant effects of the proposed
project. There are some environmental impacts that cannot feasibly be avoided or reduced to a
level of less than significant, and which therefore remain “significant and unavoidable.” See
Master Response #9 for further discussion of project alternatives.

Response to Comment I18-3:
Comment noted. Economic considerations in this context are not environmental impacts which
need to be addressed in the RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). This comment does
not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.

Response to Comment I18-4:
The commenter does not define the “healthy growth alternative.” Furthermore, please note that
the RDEIR analyzes a confined growth alternative, Alternative 4 (see RDEIR, section 4.3). As
discussed under CEQA case law, CEQA does not require the lead agency to analyze variations of
alternatives already included in the RDEIR (see Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board
of Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022 [an EIR need not analyze multiple variations on the
alternatives selected for analysis]). Please also, see Master Response #9 for a discussion of
project alternatives. Please also see response to comment I23-77.
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Response to Comment I18-5:
The RDEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives under CEQA. Please see Responses to
Comments I18-2, I18-4, A8-13, and Master Response #9 for a discussion of project alternatives.

Response to Comment I18-6:
The purpose of an EIR is to inform decision makers and the public about a project’s significant
environmental effects and ways to reduce them; it is not the purpose of an EIR to identify various
benefits of a proposed project. The benefits of the project will be identified in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, if one is prepared. A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be
prepared if the Tulare County Board of Supervisors determines that, on balance, the economic,
legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh its unavoidable
environmental risks, and decides to approve the project (CEQA Guidelines §15093). The
Statement of Overriding Considerations will state in writing the specific reasons (i.e. project
benefits) to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record.
Please also see response to comment I18-1 for discussion of “sprawl.”

Letter I19. Karen Bodner and Michael Olecki
Response to Comment I19-1:
The commenter’s introductory statement is noted. Please see Master Response #8.

Response to Comment I19-2:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update is noted. The proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas, as discussed in Master
Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25. Many of the goals and policies used to
accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. See
Response to Comments A8 for responses to the Attorney General’s 2010 comment letter.
The comment also states that the RDEIR relies upon “market forces”; please see Response to
Comment A8-10 which addresses this issue. Please also see Master Response #3 and #4
regarding General Plan implementation and the level of detail in the RDEIR. As discussed in the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) General Plan Guidelines, “given the longterm nature of a general plan, its diagrams and text should be general enough to allow a degree of
flexibility in decision-making as times change” (Office of Planning and Research 2003 General
Plan Guidelines, page 14). Similarly, flexibility is needed to address the peculiarities of specific
parcels and specific projects as they are proposed. The County will need to balance numerous
planning, environmental, and policy considerations in the General Plan based upon the specific
parcels of land and projects.

Response to Comment I19-3:
The commenter is referred to page 3-5 of Chapter 3.0 (Reader’s Guide to the Environmental
Analysis) for a description of the baseline year analyzed in the RDEIR. Please see Master
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Response #9 for additional information regarding the methodology and analysis provided in the
RDEIR to address the evaluation of alternatives. The commenter is also directed to the individual
resource chapters in Section 3 labeled “Environmental Setting.” Also, please see Response to
Comment I14-7 for a discussion of CEQA existing setting requirements and adequacy of the
RDEIR baseline. As discussed therein, “The description of the environmental setting shall be no
longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and
its alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines §15125). The commenter provides no details on why they
believe the description of the existing conditions/baseline is inadequate. Therefore no further
response is possible on this issue.

Response to Comment I19-4:
Please see Master Response #9 for additional information regarding the methodology and
analysis provided in the RDEIR to address the evaluation of alternatives. The comment also states
“by continuing to incorporate all the proposed General Plan 2030 Update’s goals and policies into
each ‘alternative’ the RDEIR not only skewed the analyses but failed to comply with the
requirements of [CEQA].” Contrary to this comment, the alternatives have policies which differ
from those of the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment I23-70 which addresses this issue.
The level of detail provided in the RDEIR for the discussion of alternatives is consistent with
CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d) [“…the significant effects of the alternative shall be
discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”]). In addition,
the level of detail for the analysis of the alternatives corresponds to the level of specificity involved in
the activity considered in the EIR. For example, the discussion of alternatives in an EIR for a planning
level action, like this one, need not be as precise as the discussion for a specific development project
(CEQA Guidelines §15146).

Response to Comment I19-5:
The commenter’s closing remarks are noted.

Response to Comment I19-6:
The commenter’s introductory statement is noted.

Response to Comment I19-7:
The commenter’s general statements regarding CEQA are noted.

Response to Comment I19-8:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the County’s general plan update process is noted.

Response to Comment I19-9:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding implementation of the General
Plan, the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
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As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General
Plan focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used
to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Please see
Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of Planned Community Areas and New Towns.

Response to Comment I19-10:
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment A8-7 and Master Response #5 regarding the
Land Use Diagram, Land Use Designations, Project Buildout, and Corridors. Please also see Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic
nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-11:
The commenter is referred to page 2-19 of the RDEIR and to Part II of the Goals and Policies
Report (Chapter 2: Corridors Framework Plan) which identifies the corridor areas under the
General Plan 2030 Update. Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of
Corridors.

Response to Comment I19-12:
In the context of the RDEIR, the term Important Farmland is based on the definition provided by
the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP). The commenter is referred to page 3.10-4 of the RDEIR which provides the definition
of Important Farmland. As identified in the text (first paragraph on page 3.10-4), Important
Farmland consists of lands classified as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and
Unique Farmland. The commenter is also referred to Figure 3.10-1 on page 3.10-7 of the RDEIR
and to Part I, Chapter 3, Page 31 of the Goals and Policies Report.

Response to Comment I19-13:
The population projections used in the General Plan 2030 Update Background Report and the
RDEIR are based on population numbers initially developed by the California Department of
Finance. TCAG reviews and incorporates these population estimates as part of their
transportation and regional planning activities. Please see RDEIR page 2-24 and Master Response
#5 for population projections and buildout.

Response to Comment I19-14:
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for the Executive Summary which summarizes the
Alternatives, which were addressed in Chapter 4.0 of the RDEIR, areas of controversy, and issues
to be resolved.
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Response to Comment I19-15:
The referenced impacts (Impact 3.1-1 and 3.1-2) were not omitted from Table 4-3 (Summary of
Alternatives); they were included below under “Land Use and Planning (Section 3.1).” Table ES4 summarizes the various impacts and mitigation measures from the environmental analysis of
the proposed project provided in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR. Chapter 3 is organized by resource
topic with each topic provided its own section. In some cases related topics are combined in a
single section (i.e. Section 3.1 “Land Use and Aesthetics”). Chapter 4 (Alternatives to the
Proposed Project) includes analysis of each environmental resource topic area (for each
alternative) in alphabetical order (consistent with Appendix G “CEQA Checklist” of the CEQA
Guidelines). Tablet 4-3 begins with aesthetic-related issues (Impacts 3.1-3, 3.1-4, and 3.1-5), with
land use-related issues (Impacts 3.1-1 and 3.1-2) included further in the table.

Response to Comment I19-16:
The language referenced by the commenter simply refers to the significance thresholds being
addressed in the analysis and is not intended to represent the significance conclusion. The
significance conclusion is summarized in the immediate Section labeled “Impact Summary” and
clearly states that the impact would be “Less than Significant”.

Response to Comment I19-17:
The criteria referenced in the objective on page 2-5 of the RDEIR relates back to the guidance
provided in the County’s general plan, specifically through the following implementation
measure:


Land Use Implementation Measure #16. The County shall adopt an ordinance to facilitate
reuse of existing abandoned agricultural support facilities, considering the following
factors:
o

The use of site plan review, discretionary, or administrative use permit to change
from one agricultural use to another;

o

A requirement for a Special Use Permit to change from an agricultural use to a
nonagricultural use;

o

Upgrading of the site for consistency with all County standards;

o

The timing of how long a property owner needs to wait before conversion of an
agricultural-oriented business into a new business should be permitted in order to
prevent abuse;

o

Consideration of restrictions on re-use such as auto showcases or boat sales; and

o

Provision of reclamation plans and financial assurances for future site restoration.
Such a reclamation plan may include removal of the buildings [New Program].

Additional guidance is provided through the Tulare County Ordinance #352 commonly referred
as the Tulare County Zoning Ordinance.
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Response to Comment I19-18:
The County understands the State Planning and Zoning law requirements for development of a
general plan and the General Plan 2030 Update has been developed to ensure consistency with
these regulations. The commenter is directed to Chapter 1 of the Goals and Policies Report which
highlights the plans relationship, structure and organization consistent with the requirements for
State Planning law. The commenter’s suggestion to modify the referenced Guiding Principle of
the General Plan 2030 Update is noted. However, the commenter is reminded that the guiding
principal is intended to reflect a very broad idea to help clarify the objectives of the general plan
and is not intended to support the development of very specific land uses (i.e., party barns, etc.).
The commenter is also reminded of the programmatic nature of this RDEIR. Future
implementation of projects consistent with the General Plan 2030 Update would be subject to
compliance with the criteria provided in the Rural Valley Land Plan, the General Plan 2030
Update (specifically Land Use Implementation #16, which calls for the adoption of an ordinance
to facilitate the reuse of existing abandoned agricultural support facilities) and would likely
require future project-specific environmental analysis.

Response to Comment I19-19:
The commenter’s general opinion regarding the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR’s reliance
on unenforceable policies is incorrect. While the County continues to have independent power
under its General Plan and manage growth within its jurisdictional boundaries, the County did not
intend to create an updated general plan with complicated and overlapping policies that conflict
with State law or the requirements of other jurisdictions. The intent of the various policies
described throughout the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is to provide broad guidance on
the range of future development that could occur through out the planning timeframe of the draft
General Plan. It should also be noted that General Plan policies are statements of general
principles to guide future actions. They are not regulatory programs or project-specific mitigation
measures. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding implementation of
the General Plan and the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan, the programmatic nature of
the RDEIR. Master Response #4 also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as
mitigation measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR.
Not every policy identified in the General Plan 2030 Update is intended or required to have its own
specific implementation measure in order to take effect. As described in the Goals and Policies Report
(see pages 1-8 through 1-9), policies serve as the basis for which consistency findings will be made as
future projects are considered by County decision makers. Implementation measures are those specific
programs, procedures, or techniques that have been identified to carry out a specific policy.
Additionally, a specific implementation measures can be used to implement one or more policies. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #7. As explained in that Master Response #7 and in Part I
Goals and Policies Report (page 1-13), policies fall into four categories depending on the purpose
they serve and how they are implemented. Policy PF 1.3 and PF 2.8 are considered framing
policies and do not require implementation measures in order to take effect. The policies are also
enforceable. If adopted by the County, the policies would become part of the General Plan and
the County would have a duty to implement them (see Government Code Section 65400). Please
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also see Master Response #3 and #4. Finally, the policies PF 1.3, PF 2.8, and PF 2.1 are
consistent with each other and with the rest of the General Plan 2030 Update. These policies,
along with the rest of the General Plan 2030 Update set a framework for growth that concentrates
development into specific and limited areas of the County to minimize sprawl and preserve the
vast majority of the County’s open space resources. See Master Response #5 for further
explanation regarding development patterns allowed under the proposed project.
The proposed General Plan already contains numerous policies designed to cluster development
and provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, PF-1.2, PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air
Quality Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including density bonuses
and financial assistance].

Response to Comment I19-20:
The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I19-19.

Response to Comment I19-21:
Both policies PF-2.1 and PF-2.2 have been developed to complement their intended functions in
addressing the future organization and growth of community urban development boundaries. The
commenter’s suggestion to increase the developed acreage thresholds for non-Williamson Act
lands is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is
required. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1. Commenter is also referred to the
response to Comment I19-19 regarding development patterns allowed under the proposed project.
This suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-22:
The commenter’s suggestion is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and
no further response is required. However, to clarify, while Policy PF-2.7 is included as part of the
General Plan 2030 Update, future communities will have the option to develop in a fashion
consistent with the vision and design requirements that are developed through the individual
planning processes for each specific community plan area. As discussed in Master Response #3,
individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum but as a part of the whole of the General
Plan 2030 Update. Also, see Planning Framework Implementation Measure #16 on page 2-75
(Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I19-23:
Community plan updates include a public outreach component or visioning process that is used to
develop community consensus on a variety of issue including land use and design considerations.
Please see the Planning Framework Implementation Table on page 2-71 (Part I) of the General
Plan 2030 Update. The statement regarding the consideration of new town requirements is
included to ensure that community plan updates consider the full range of issues (including land
use placement, public services, utility infrastructure requirements) to ensure their ability to
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provide the necessary services required for public health and safety concerns. This is not a
comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-24:
The commenter’s concern that Policy PF-3.2 and PF-2.2 are too flexible is noted. This is not a
comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #1. In the event Hamlet boundaries are expanded such proposals will
receive separate environmental review.

Response to Comment I19-25:
As part of the approval process for all future projects envisioned under the General Plan 2030
Update, the County will review the projects consistency with the General Plan 2030 Update and
the specific environmental impacts (including water supply, agricultural land conversion, etc.)
resulting from each individual project. The commenter is referred to Master Response #4
regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the
RDEIR (see Policy PF-5.2, criteria #4 and #9 starting on Page 2-67 of the General Plan 2030
Update ).
The need to balance the land use mix of individual community plan areas is necessary to ensure
that communities include a range of land uses developed in a compatible manner and to ensure
that communities include the range of services (both public and private) necessary for their
sustainability. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is
required. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-26:
The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail
for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Response to
Comment A8-7 and I19-9 for discussion of new towns, growth corridors, and planned community
areas, and Master Response #5 for discussion of projected buildout.

Response to Comment I19-27:
As previously described, future corridor or community plan updates typically include a public
outreach component or visioning process that is used to develop community consensus on a
variety of issue including land use and design considerations. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 and I19-9 for
discussion of new towns, growth corridors, and planned community areas.

Response to Comment I19-28:
The General Plan 2030 Update does not currently propose any new town or community plan
areas. However, the policies outlined in the plan provide guidance on how these new areas could
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be developed in a fashion that ensures consistency with existing land uses; the provision of
adequate infrastructure and public services; and provides guidance on the range of environmental
issues that must be considered prior to development of these new areas (see Planning Framework5.2, criteria #12 and #13 on Page 2-68 of the General Plan 2030 Update). The commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new
towns and growth corridors.

Response to Comment I19-29:
The commenter’s suggestion to eliminate all new town or growth areas is noted. The commenter
is referred to Master Response #1. This suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers
for their consideration. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns and
growth corridors. Please also see Response to Comment I19-28.

Response to Comment I19-30:
The County’s circulation system is adequately described in the various figures included in
Section 3.2 “Traffic and Circulation” of the RDEIR. These circulation diagrams are intended to
compliment the County’s land use diagram.

Response to Comment I19-31:
This comment is regarding the adequacy of the project description and land use map. The
commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-4 and to Master Response #5,
which provides additional information regarding the land use designations and Land Use Diagram
that describe the project. Commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the level of
detail appropriate for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
Please also note that more detailed information on the UDB boundaries is provided in General Plan,
Part I, Figures 2.2-1 through 2.2-22, HDBs are shown in Figures 2.3-1 through 2.3-12, and UABs are
shown in General Plan Figures 2.4-1 through 2.4-11 (see RDEIR Appendix C)...

Response to Comment I19-32:
The scenic roadway section referenced by the commenter is part of the larger discussion
regarding the California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) Scenic Highway Program in
the RDEIR (see pages 3.1-2 through 3.1-5). While Figure 3.1-2 includes a variety of information
regarding known (or mapped) historic/scenic resources, the information regarding scenic
roadways is limited to that provided by the Caltrans’s Scenic Highway Program (as indicated in
the figure). The RDEIR is amended to read as follows in the fourth paragraph on page 3.1-5:
Designated candidate scenic highways and County scenic roads are shown on Figure 3.1-2. The
minimum requirements for scenic corridor protection include:
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The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR. The commenter is
referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this Final EIR which
includes all revisions to the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-33:
The General Plan 2030 Update includes Policy ERM-5.18 Night Sky Protection. In addition to
the policy and measure identified by the commenter, the General Plan 2030 Update includes
several additional policies that would limit the use of billboards, advertising, or development that
introduces forms of nuisance lighting along scenic roadways or County locations with limited
amounts of development. A comprehensive list of these policies and measures is provided on
page 3.1-32 of the RDEIR. In addition to these policies and implementation measures, the
environmental analysis recommended the following additional two policies to address the issues
of nuisance lighting:


LU-7.18 Lighting. The County shall continue to improve and maintain lighting in park
and recreation facilities to prevent nuisance light and glare spillage on adjoining residential
areas. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis].



LU-7.19 Minimize Lighting Impacts. The County shall ensure that lighting in residential
areas and along County roadways shall be designed to prevent artificial lighting from
reflecting into adjacent natural or open space areas unless required for public safety.
[New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis].

Please also see Master Response #3 for discussion of General Plan implementation and Master
Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail in a General Plan.

Response to Comment I19-34:
The General Plan 2030 Update assumes that a majority of future projected population growth will
occur within the incorporated cities and established their Urban Development Boundaries; with a
lesser amount (up to 78,490 people) occurring within the County’s unincorporated areas.
Additionally, as part of the general plan, the County is providing policy guidance to help focus
future growth within the unincorporated community, hamlets, and mountain service areas (areas
in which public services and infrastructure can best accommodate new growth). Consequently,
the RDEIR assumptions regarding future population growth are considered consistent with the
County’s expectations.
As described by the commenter, the RDEIR concludes that a number of impacts (including those
related to aesthetic issues) remain significant and unavoidable (even with the implementation of
all feasible mitigating policies and implementation measures). The terminology used to describe
the various impact conclusions provided in Chapter 3 “Environmental Analysis” are described on
page 3-3 of the RDEIR. Significant and unavoidable impacts occur when (even with the adoption
of all feasible mitigation measures) a significant adverse impact cannot be avoided or mitigated to
a less-than-significant level. In addition, the significance thresholds, or criteria for each
environmental resource are set out at the beginning of the impact analysis in each section of
RDEIR Chapter 3. The significance thresholds for section 3.1, Land Use and Aesthetics, are
found on page 3.1-17 of the RDEIR. The threshold for Impact 3.1-3 (pages 3.1-25 through 3.1-28
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of the RDEIR), is “whether the proposed project would substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of scenic resources or vistas.” Even with implementation of the various
mitigating policies and implementation measures (shown on page 3.1-27), the impact concludes
that some new development along the periphery of the County’s existing unincorporated
communities would affect the scenic quality of the area. The impact remains significant and
unavoidable because no additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures
existing to restore or replace the aesthetic views affected by new development proposed under the
General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I19-35:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-33. The General Plan 2030
Update includes a number of policies which would use light shielding, including the two policies
indicated by the commenter.

Response to Comment I19-36:
The RDEIR provides an adequate analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed project
under CEQA. Only significant environmental effects of the project require mitigation under
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.4). Accordingly, mitigation measures are not required for
Impact 3.1-2, which was determined to be a less than significant impact. The RDEIR analyzed the
consistency of the General Plan 2030 Update with numerous other applicable adopted land use
plans in the vicinity of the County. See RDEIR section 3.1, Impact 3.1-2 for a list of all the city,
County, and regional agencies included in the analysis. For example, the County considered
guidance by a number of agencies (including the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District and the Tulare County Airport Land Use Commission) to ensure consistency and
compatibility with the objectives of these agencies and to ensure that existing and future land uses
function without imposing a nuisance, hazard, or unhealthy condition between their uses.

Response to Comment I19-37:
Additionally, it should be noted that not every policy identified in the General Plan 2030 Update
is intended to have its own specific implementation measure. As described in the Goals and
Policies Report (see pages 1-8 through 1-9), policies serve as the basis for which consistency
findings will be made as future projects are considered by County decision makers.
Implementation measures are those specific programs, procedures, or techniques that have been
identified to carry out a specific policy. Additionally, a specific implementation measures can be
used to implement one or more policies. The commenter is referred to Master Response #7. The
commenter is referred to response to Comment I19-19 and Master Response #3 on General Plan
implementation. Not every policy identified in the General Plan 2030 Update is intended or
required to have its own specific implementation measure in order to take effect. The fact that a
policy does not have an associated Implementation Measure does not mean that it is not
enforceable or will not take effect. FGMP policy 6.2 is both enforceable and would help mitigate
the project’s impact on the existing visual character and quality of scenic resources as part of a
suite of policies and implementation measures designed to reduce this impact to less than
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significant (see RDEIR pp. 3.1-27). Further, these policies and implementation measures, if
adopted by the County, would become part of the General Plan and the County would have a duty
to implement them (see Government Code Section 65400). For additional discussion regarding
the implementation and enforceability of the General Plan 2030 Update policies, see Master
Response #3 and #4.

Response to Comment I19-38:
It is unclear why commenter believes that development in the Planned Community Areas would
be exempt from the policies and four level planning strategy contained in the Foothill Growth
Management Plan (FGMP). Such development would not be exempt, and would be done
consistent with the FGMP. See Policy PF-5.2, criteria #13 on page 2-68 (Part I) of the General
Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #8 which describes the
intent of the Foothill Growth Management Plan.

Response to Comment I19-39:
While the Foothill Growth Management Plan provides specific guidance to the referenced portion
of the County, it should be noted that policy guidance contained in the other elements of the
general plan pertain to all areas of the County and provide baseline policy guidance while the
additional area plans provide supplemental policy guidance to their respective planning area.
Consequently, the various policies from the Land Use, Scenic Landscapes, and Environmental
Resources Management Elements designed to address aesthetic or visual resource impacts would
also apply to the Foothill Growth Management Plan area. The policies and implementation
measures listed in the comment are part of a suite of measures that, together, are designed to
reduce the impact to the extent feasible. As noted in Master Response #3, individual policies
should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but rather part of the entire General Plan. The commenter is
referred to the summary of policies and implementation measures provided on page 3.1-27 of the
RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-40:
The commenter is referred to response to Comment I19-39. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #8 which provides additional background regarding the County’s Foothill
Growth Management Plan area. The commenter’s suggestion regarding the FGMP Site Plan
Review is noted. Please also note that future subdivisions would be subject to separate
environmental review under CEQA as well as Government Code Section 66474. The commenter
is referred to Section 16.2 and 18.7 of the Tulare County zoning ordinance.

Response to Comment I19-41:
The commenter is referred to response to Comment I19-39. Please see Master Response #3
regarding General Plan implementation. Please also note that outright bans would provide
insufficient flexibility, have the potential to result in takings, and can have unintended
consequences. As discussed in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) General
Plan Guidelines, “given the long-term nature of a general plan, its diagrams and text should be
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general enough to allow a degree of flexibility in decision-making as times change.” Furthermore,
numerous comments have suggested outright bans based upon numerous environmental
considerations. The County will need to balance numerous planning, environmental, and policy
considerations in the General Plan based upon the specific parcels of land and projects. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-42:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-39 and I19-40. FGMP
Implementation Measure 7 is revised to read as follows on page 3-22 (Part II) of the General Plan
2030 Update:
The planning commission Site Plan Review Committee shall review the consistency of the
project with the location, type of design criteria of the County’s policies for projects that only
require Site Plan Review.

Response to Comment I19-43:
The policy listed in the comment is part of a suite of measures that, together, are designed to
reduce the impact to the extent feasible. Any one policy should not be read in a vacuum, such as
FGMP-1.5, but together with the other general plan policies and implementation measures.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the
enforceability and level of detail appropriate for the General Plan.

Response to Comment I19-44:
The commenter is referred to the response to Comments I19-33, I19-37, I19-38, I19-39, and I1943 regarding the implementation, enforceability, and effectiveness of the policies in reducing
aesthetic impacts of the project. FGMP Implementation Measure 14 is adequate to fulfill its
intended role. Please see Master Response #7 regarding the use of implementation measures and
Master Response #3 regarding the flexibility required in general plan policies and implementation
measures. As discussed in Master Response #3 and #4 ordinances will be adopted to implement
the General Plan in the future. The level of detail requested in not appropriate for the General
Plan.

Response to Comment I19-45:
The comment is noted. Please see Master Response #9 and Response to Comment I23-8
regarding the reasonable evaluation of alternatives analyzed in the RDEIR.
Please also note that Alternative 2 acknowledged that aesthetic impacts would be reduced,
“Development of less County open space would result in less impacts to existing County scenic
landscapes” (RDEIR page 4-20; see similar language for Alternative 5 on RDEIR page 4-33).
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Response to Comment I19-46:
The commenter is referred to the response to Comments I19-33, I19-37, I19-38, I19-39, and I1943 regarding the implementation, enforceability, and effectiveness of the policies in reducing
aesthetic impacts of the project. The commenter is also referencing Policy LU-7.18 (shown
below) which was identified through the environmental analysis as an additional policy that is
required to address the issue of nuisance light and glare associated with development under the
proposed project. Policy LU-7.18 and LU-7.19 (also identified as a required policy to address
nuisance light and glare from other types of development) were not initially part of the Draft
General Plan 2030 Update. However, they have been identified through the environmental review
process as additional policies that will be incorporated into the Final General Plan 2030 Update
prior to its adoption.


LU-7.18 Lighting. The County shall continue to improve and maintain lighting in park
and recreation facilities to prevent nuisance light and glare spillage on adjoining residential
areas. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis].



LU-7.19 Minimize Lighting Impacts. The County shall ensure that lighting in residential
areas and along County roadways shall be designed to prevent artificial lighting from
reflecting into adjacent natural or open space areas unless required for public safety.
[New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis].

Response to Comment I19-47:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-46. General Plan 2030
Update policies LU-7.18 and 7.19 would minimize lighting impacts by reducing light and glare
spillage from recreational facilities and roadways. These policies are part of a suite of measures
that, together, are designed to reduce the impact to the extent feasible. The project level of detail
requested by the comment will be addressed at the time individual park and recreational projects
are proposed. Please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for
the General Plan’s RDEIR which addresses approximately 4,840 square miles.

Response to Comment I19-48:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-46 and I19-47. Policy LU7.19 is not included in the proposed General Plan because it was included as a mitigation measure
in the RDEIR (see RDEIR page 3.1-33).

Response to Comment I19-49:
Alternative 5, the Confined Growth Alternative, was identified as the environmentally superior
alternative. Alternative 2, the City-Centered Alternative, was determined to have a lesser impact
than the proposed project for some impacts (though it would not reduce any of the significant and
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project to less than significant). See RDEIR, Executive
Summary Table 4-3. Please also note that there would be more traffic within existing urban areas
under Alternative 2 in comparison to the proposed project (see RDEIR page 4-22). Please see
Master Response #9 for additional information regarding the methodology and analysis provided
in the RDEIR to address the evaluation of alternatives.
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Response to Comment I19-50:
The comment is noted. Impact 3.2-4 analyzed whether the proposed project would cause a
substantial increase in the use of public transport facilities beyond its capacity. The impact was
concerned with whether an adequate supply of transit services would be available as demand
increased, not with reducing the amount of public transit use. The General Plan Policies and
Implementation Measures referred to in the impact analysis are designed to support the
development and maintenance of the County’s public transit system (see RDEIR Section 3.2,
Impact 3.2-5). The policies and implementation measures described on RDEIR page 3.2-36
would ensure the impact on public transit facilities is less than significant, meaning that future
supply will correspond to future demand. It should be noted that existing travel times for the
Tulare County Transit System range from 31 minutes to over an hour (1 hour and 12 minutes).
These travel times are indicative of a rural county that experiences less population density than
that experienced by a more urban area or city.
Contrary to this comment, the alternatives also offer policy concepts that in some cases differ
from those of the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment I19-4 and I23-70 which
addresses this issue.
Additionally, please see Master Response #9 for additional information regarding the
methodology and analysis provided in the RDEIR to address the evaluation of alternatives.

Response to Comment I19-51:
As indicated on pages 3.2-35 through 3.2-37, anticipated population growth and development
resulting from the proposed project would increase the demand for additional transit use. The
RDEIR concludes that through the implementation of various policies and measures designed to
promote transit usage and support the operations of regional service providers, the overall impact
is considered less-than-significant. Please also see Response to Comment I19-50.

Response to Comment I19-52:
The commenter is incorrect. FGMP Policy 8.16 is fully enforceable and would be implemented
even though it is not associated with a specific Implementation Measure. If adopted by the
County, the policies would become part of the General Plan and the County would have a duty to
implement them (see Government Code Section 65400). In other instances, such as the adoption
of subdivisions, the projects are reviewed by the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,
and various other County agencies and staff, for consistency with the General Plan. The
commenter is referred to the Master Response #3 and response to Comments I19-19 and I19-37
for additional information regarding enforceable policies.

Response to Comment I19-53:
The proposed project analyzed in the RDEIR is the County of Tulare’s General Plan 2030
Update. Therefore, as required by CEQA, the analysis focuses on development resulting from
implementation of the County’s general plan not that of the City of Visalia, the City of Tulare, or
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any other incorporated city with Tulare County. The appropriate place for analyzing the impact of
the project together with the related impacts of other projects is in the cumulative analysis.
However, consistent with requirements of CEQA, the cumulative analysis provided in Chapter 5
of the RDEIR does address the entire County’s air quality impacts along with those for the larger
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. See RDEIR Chapter 5.0 for a description of the geographic scope
for the cumulative analysis.

Response to Comment I19-54:
The analysis provided on pages 3.3-18 through 3.3-19 of the RDEIR address construction-related
air quality emissions. As indicated in the analysis, the RDEIR provides a programmatic
assessment of the construction activity that would occur over the next several years in accordance
with the proposed project. As the County is not proposing a specific project at this time,
information regarding specific development projects, soil conditions, and the location of sensitive
receptors in relation to the various projects is unavailable to quantify the level of impact
associated with construction activity that would be expected under the timeframe of the general
plan (also see Master Response #4) and Response to Comment I19-53).
Pages 3.3-18 and 3.3-19 indicate that some future large-scale construction activity could exceed
SJVAPCD adopted thresholds for some criteria pollutant exposure, with actual significance to be
determined for individual projects on a project-by- project basis as future development
applications are submitted. It should also be noted that the impact analysis goes on to described
the various County policies and SJVAPCD regulations that would be implemented to ensure that
construction-related impacts are kept at less than significant levels consistent with constructionrelated impacts for current projects. These policies with measures are described below.
The General Plan 2030 Update includes a variety of policies designed to address constructionrelated air quality impacts including requiring contractors to implement appropriate dust
suppression measures (see Policy AQ-4.2 “Dust Suppression Measures”), and would also be
controlled by existing regulations. Other policies include policies AQ-2.2 “Indirect Source
Review”, AQ-4.1 “Air Pollution Control Technology” and AQ-4.3 “Paving or Treatment of
Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions.” CARB and SJVAPCD regulations also reduce this
impact. The CARB has adopted regulations for New Off-Road Diesel Engines and Equipment
that result in cleaner equipment being placed in service as older, higher emitting equipment is
retired. CARB also adopted the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation requiring NOx and
PM10 emission reductions from equipment and vehicles currently in operation. SJVAPCD
Regulation VIII includes requirements to control fugitive dust emissions during construction
activities and requires commercial projects over 5 acres and residential projects over 10 acres to
file a Dust Control Plan. With this policy commitment and regulatory oversight, the impact is
considered less-than-significant.
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Response to Comment I19-55:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-53, I19-54, and Master
Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the RDEIR, and Master Response
#5 for discussion of buildout.

Response to Comment I19-56:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-54. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the Yokohl Ranch Project and Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic
nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-57:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-54. The footnote to this
comment asks what the RDEIR means when it states that the impact statements have been
tailored to fit the General Plan 2030 Update. This simply means that the CEQA thresholds of
significance – also referred to as the significance criteria, or impact statements – were drafted
specifically for the General Plan 2030 Update, considering the type of project and types of
impacts likely to occur as a result of the project. These specifically-tailored thresholds were used
rather than the thresholds of significance provided in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G in order to
make the analysis more meaningful and appropriate for this particular project. This is perfectly
appropriate under CEQA; the thresholds provided in Appendix G are suggestions and not
requirements. Please see Response to Comment I11-14 for further discussion.

Response to Comment I19-58:
The comment discusses Impact 3.3-2 which addresses operational emissions. The commenter
summarizes the conclusion to Impact 3.3-2; this comment doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy
within the RDEIR nor does it provide a mitigation measure. The RDEIR has also sufficiently
analyzed impacts of the proposed project and mitigated those impacts to the extent feasible
pursuant to the requirements of CEQA for a Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).
The RDEIR is intended to analyze impacts of the proposed General Plan and must identify
measures to minimize any significant impacts (State Guidelines Section 15121[a]). Although the
General Plan is intended to be a self-mitigating document, many of the impacts remain significant
and unavoidable despite the implementation of mitigating policies and implementation measures
found in the existing General Plan and those modified through the environmental analysis. Please
see Response to Comment I11-73 for additional discussion of dairies.

Response to Comment I19-59:
The commenter’s summary of Impact 3.4-1 is noted. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response required.
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Response to Comment I19-60:
See response to Comment I19-52.

Response to Comment I19-61:
The comment is also incorrect that “there are no existing land use or zoning restrictions.” All
parts of the County have had land use designations assigned with population densities and
building intensities (see Response to Comment A8-7 for further details, including discussion of
new towns). Additionally, the Tulare County Zoning Ordinance also provides applicable zoning
within the County. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please also see Master
Response #5 for discussion of buildout within the County.

Response to Comment I19-62:
The comment also states that the RDEIR relies upon “the market” to direct development; please see
Response to Comment A8-10 which addresses this issue in greater detail. This statement is incorrect.
The General Plan provides standards of population density and building intensity, consistent with
Government Code requirements, starting on page 4-3 of General Plan, Part I and provides
additional policies to locate development. In particular Tables 4.1 and 4.2 provide minimum lot
sizes, dwelling units per acre (DU/Acre), and maximum floor area ratios (FAR) for the General
Plan land use designations throughout the County (see similar discussion starting on RDEIR on
page 2-17). However, as discussed in the RDEIR, total growth is only partially controlled by the
General Plan, much of this growth is controlled by other factors such as the market, population
growth, and dependent upon the intent of the property owners, environmental constraints, policies
and regulations, and infrastructure constraints. The County has only limited control over growth
and cannot control external factors such as population growth (i.e. birth rates) or the intent of
individual property owners, businesses, and citizens.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #11 and Response to Comment A8-10 for
information regarding the Yokohl Ranch Project and Master Response #4 regarding the
appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. As
discussed therein, the Yokohl Ranch Project is not part of the proposed project and has not been
approved or been given “the green light” as suggested in the comment. See Master Response #6
regarding the water supply evaluation.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the topic of energy is adequately addressed in Section 3.4
of the RDEIR (“Energy and Global Climate Change”). Impact 3.4-1 (page 3.4-26) and Impact
3.4-2 (page 3.4-29) address the energy implications of the proposed project. A summary of key
energy policies from all applicable elements of the General Plan 2030 Update is provided below.
The commenter is also referred to the response to Comment A2-1.
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MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Land Use, Air Quality, Health and Safety, and Foothill
Growth Management Plan Elements

Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies designed to minimize vehicle miles traveled through the support of future development patterns that increase the use of
alternative forms of transportation and non-motorized transportation.
LU-6.3
Schools in Neighborhoods
LU-7.3
Friendly Streets
AQ-2.2
Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3
Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4
Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5
Ridesharing
AQ-3.3
Street Design
AQ Implementation Measure #1
AQ Implementation Measure #8
HS-9.1
Healthy Communities
HS-9.2
Walkable Communities
HS Implementation Measure #24
FGMP-8.16 Proximity to Transportation
FGMP-8.17 Reduce Vehicle Emissions
FGMP Implementation Measure #1

TC-1.6
TC-1.18
TC-2.1
TC-2.4
TC-3.7
TC-4.2
TC-4.3
TC-4.4

Intermodal Connectivity
Balanced System
Rail Service
High Speed Rail (HSR)
Multi-modal Development
Determine Transit Needs
Support Tulare County Area Transit
Nodal Land Use Patterns that Support Public
Transit
TC-4.7
Transit Ready Development
TC Implementation Measure #8
TC Implementation Measure #18
TC Implementation Measure #19

Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies designed to promote the continued use and expansion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
TC-2.6
TC-5.1
TC-5.2
TC-5.3
TC-5.4
TC-5.6
TC-5.7
TC-5.9

Rail Abandonment
Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail System
Consider Non-Motorized Modes in Planning
and Development
Provisions for Bicycle Use
Design Standards for Bicycle Routes
Regional Bicycle Plan
Designated Bike Paths
Existing Facilities
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Planning Framework, Air Quality,
Public Facilities and Services, and Foothill Growth
Management Plan Elements

Land Use Element

Policies designed to minimize vehicle miles traveled through mixed use, infill, redevelopment, and higher density development.
LU-1.1
Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2
Innovative Development
LU-1.4
Compact Development
LU-1.8
Encourage Infill Development
LU-3.1
Residential Developments
LU-3.2
Cluster Development
LU-3.3
High Density Residential Locations
LU-4.1
Neighborhood Commercial Uses
LU Implementation Measure #3
LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
LU Implementation Measure #9
LU Implementation Measure #10

LU Implementation Measure #14
PF-1.2
Location of Urban Development
PF-1.3
Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs
PF-3.4
Mixed Use Opportunities
PF
Implementation Measure #21
AQ-3.1
Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2
Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.6
Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11
PFS-8.3
Location of School Sites
FGMP-3.1 Innovative Residential Design

Planning Framework and Land Use Elements

Public Facilities and Services Element

Policies designed to direct development to existing urban areas and encourage efficient use of existing public services and
utilities.
PF-1.4
PF-2.1
PF-2.2
PF-3.1
PF-3.2
PF-3.3
PF-4.1
PF-4.2
PF-4.3
PF-4.6
LU-2.1

Available Infrastructure
Urban Development Boundaries –
Communities
Modification of Community UDB
Hamlet Development Boundaries – Hamlets
Modification of HDB – Hamlet
Hamlet Plans
CACUABs for Cities
CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning
Area
Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs
Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries
Agricultural Lands

PFS-1.8
PFS-1.15
PFS-1.16
PFS-2.4
PFS-3.3

Air Quality, Land Use, and Public Facilities and
Services Elements

Funding for Service Providers
Efficient Expansion
Joint Planning Efforts
Water Connections
New Development Requirements

Environmental Resource Management Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the conservation of existing energy supplies include the following:
LU-7.15
Energy Conservation
LU Implementation Measure #24
AQ-3.5
Alternative Energy Design
AQ Implementation Measure #12
PFS-5.9
Agricultural Waste

ERM-4.1
ERM-4.2
ERM-4.3
ERM-4.4
ERM-4.6

Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements
for Energy Conservation
Local and State Programs
Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
Renewable Energy

Response to Comment I19-63:
The commenter is directed to Response to Comment I19-62 and Master Response #4, which
provides information regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of
general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030
Update. Please also see Master Response #5 for discussion of buildout of the proposed project
and Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan.

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-400

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

Response to Comment I19-64:
The policies and implementation measures described and listed in RDEIR Impact 3.4-1 work
together, as a suite of measures, to mitigate the impact. Please see the analysis of Impact 3.4-1 in
the RDEIR on pages 3.4-26 through 2.4-29. See response to Comments I19-19 and I19-37 and
Master Response #3 regarding the enforcement and implementation of general plan policies with,
and without specific Implementation Measures. The commenter is also directed to Master
Response #4, which provides additional information regarding the programmatic nature of the
RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the
impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I19-65:
Commented noted. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-11 for
additional information regarding the greenhouse gas emission analysis provided in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-66:
As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum. The
commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 3.4 for discussion of the numerous General Plan
policies and implementation measures which address this impact. Furthermore, Policy FGMP-3.1
is fully enforceable and will work together as part of a suite of measures to mitigate Impact 3.4-3
to the extent feasible. As correctly pointed out by commenter, even with the suite of
implementation measures listed on RDEIR pages 3.4-33 through 3.4-39, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comments
I19-19 and I19-37. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #8 which describes the
intent of the Foothill Growth Management Plan.

Response to Comment I19-67:
The commenter is referred to Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of the
general plan policies. Please also see the response to Comments I19-19, I19-37, I19-50, and I1951. The commenter’s opinion regarding the effectiveness of policies and the City-Centered
Alternative are noted.

Response to Comment I19-68:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-52 regarding FGMP-8.16.
The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comments I19-19 and I19-37.

Response to Comment I19-69:
The proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas, as discussed in
Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25. Many of the goals and policies used to
accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
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The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the
general plan and programmatic EIR. The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for
Comment I19-19 and I19-37.

Response to Comment I19-70:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comments I19-19 and I19-37.
Additionally, see Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the general
plan and programmatic EIR. Please also see RDEIR Section 3.11 for discussion of additional
General Plan policies and regulations which address biological habitats.

Response to Comment I19-71:
The commenter is referred to Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general
plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the general plan and programmatic EIR. As
discussed therein, the proposed project is for the creation of a General Plan which is governed by
the content requirements of Government Code Section 65302. Implementation of the General
Plan will include adoption of future ordinances and resolutions which are partially outlined in the
implementation measures. However it is not feasible to adopt every potential ordinance (i.e.
revise the entire County Ordinance code) within a reasonable period of time to complete the
General Plan. Government Code Section 65400 recognizes that implementation of the General
Plan will be an ongoing process. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #8 which
describes the intent of the Foothill Growth Management Plan.
The General Plan 2030 Updates does include several implementation measures designed to
address the protection of native trees. These measures include the following:


Environmental Resources Management Implementation Measure #14. The County
shall ensure that the provisions of Public Resources Code §21083.4 are followed when
evaluating projects in areas containing oak woodlands [New Program].



Environmental Resources Management Implementation Measure #15. The County
shall work with stakeholders to determine the feasibility of adopting an oak woodlands
management plan pursuant to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act of 2001. The
purpose will be to qualify for grant funding to support and encourage voluntary long term
private stewardship and conservation of California’s oak woodlands [New Program].



Environmental Resources Management Implementation Measure #16. The County
shall establish a program to require the replacement planting of native oaks where oak
woodlands are proposed for alteration by development projects [New Program].

Response to Comment I19-72:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comments I19-19 and I19-37.
Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #7 on the use of implementation measures. The State
of California General Plan Guidelines published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR General Plan Guidelines) are advisory and not mandatory [“The General Plan
Guidelines is advisory, not mandatory”] (OPR 2003 General Plan Guidelines page 8). State law
does not require each general plan policy to have a corresponding implementation measure. As
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discussed in Master Response #3, while the County has listed numerous implementation
measures in the General Plan, and noted in the RDEIR, it is simply not feasible to list every
potential implementation measure which will be adopted over the 20 year horizon of the General
Plan, nor to provide the text of every potential ordinance that will be adopted as a result of
General Plan implementation. Government Code Section 65400 recognizes that implementation
will take time. Furthermore, in other instances, such as the adoption of subdivisions, the projects
are reviewed by the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, and various other County
agencies and staff, for consistency with the General Plan, which also ensures implementation of
the General Plan’s Goals, Policies, and Land Use Designations.

Response to Comment I19-73:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-39. While the Foothill
Growth Management Plan provides specific guidance to the referenced portion of the County, it
should be noted that policy guidance contained in the other elements of the general plan pertain to
all areas of the County and provide baseline policy guidance while the additional area plans
provide supplemental policy guidance to their respective planning area. The policies,
implementation measures, and existing regulations discussed in Impact 3.6-1 (RDEIR pages 3.638 through 3.6-39) function together as a suite of policies to reduce the impact to less than
significant.

Response to Comment I19-74:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comments I19-19 and I19-37.
Additionally, see Master Response #7 regarding the use of implementation measures and
Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns

Response to Comment I19-75:
The commenter is incorrect about the significance conclusion for groundwater. Impact 3.6-2
describes impacts to groundwater supply and provides an assumption of the number of
agricultural acres that could be converted to a developed use. Impact 3.6-2 does not conclude or
support a significance conclusion of “less-than-significant.” For impacts to agricultural resources,
the commenter is referred to Section 3.10 “Agricultural Resources” of the RDEIR. While the
County did considered a number of measures and developed a comprehensive set of policies and
implementation measures designed to address impacts to agricultural resources, the conversion of
important farmland acres to a developed use was ultimately considered significant and
unavoidable. See Master Response #9 regarding the evaluation of project Alternatives in the
RDEIR
Please see Response to Comment I19-62 and Master Response #11 for discussion of the Yokohl
Ranch Project. As discussed therein, this project has not been approved contrary to the comment
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Response to Comment I19-76:
The commenter’s opinion regarding FGMP IM-33 is noted. The intent of the implementation
measure is to ensure that future development and infrastructure plans that address water quality
issues (through improved drainage infrastructure, wastewater treatment, etc.) can be adequately
financed to help ensure their feasibility and successful implementation and sustainability.

Response to Comment I19-77:
Please see Master Response #5 for discussion of buildout of the General Plan and Master
Response #11 for discussion of development in the foothills. The commenter is referred to Master
Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail
appropriate for the general plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I19-78:
The intent of the various policies and implementation measures referenced by the commenter is to
provide guidance on ways to minimize site disturbance to ensure that future projects consider the
natural contours and drainage patterns of a specific area to avoid creating impaired drainage
courses or flood prone areas. The policies and implementation measures listed in RDEIR pages
3.6-48 through 3.6-50 would mitigate Impact 3.6-3 for the reasons stated therein.

Response to Comment I19-79:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-78. Policy 8.8 functions
together with the suite of measures listed in Impact 3.6-3 to reduce the impact to less than
significant for the reasons stated in the analysis. The commenter is also referred to Master
Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail
appropriate for the general plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I19-80:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. Policy 8.12 functions together with the suite of measures listed in
Impact 3.6-3 to reduce the impact to less than significant for the reasons explained in the analysis.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general
plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the general plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I19-81:
Commenter’s opinion is noted. The RDEIR adequately analyzed the impact the proposed project
would have on soil erosion and loss of topsoil (Impact 3.7-1) and concluded that with the
implementation of the general plan policies and implementation measures discussed therein, the
impact would be less than significant. The adequacy of the policies and implementation measures
in ensuring the impact would be less than significant is explained in the RDEIR (pages 3.7-17
through 3.7-18). Please see Master Response #3 and #7 regarding the use of implementation
measures. Additionally, see Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general
plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the general plan and programmatic EIR.
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Response to Comment I19-82:
Policies FGMP 10.2 and 10.3 are enforceable and will be implemented. The commenter is
referred to the response prepared for Comments I19-19 and I19-37. The commenter is also referred
to the response prepared for Comment I11-20, which describes the analysis conducted to address
wildland fires.

Response to Comment I19-83:
Policy FGMP-9.2 is enforceable and will be implemented. The commenter is referred to the
response prepared for Comments I19-19 and I19-37 and Master Responses #3 and #7. The
commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-37. A reasonable range of
alternatives to the proposed project was considered in Chapter 5 of the RDEIR. See Master
Response #9 for a discussion of the “Healthy Growth” Alternative proposed by the Tulare County
Citizens for Responsible Growth.

Response to Comment I19-84:
See Policies FGMP 10.2 and 10.3. Policies are enforceable and will be implemented regardless of
whether they are associated with a particular implementation measure. Commenter is referred to
response to Comment I19-19 and I19-37 and Master Responses #3 and #7 for additional
information regarding the enforceability of the general plan and implementation measures.
To address the commenter’s concerns, the first paragraph on page 3.9-60 of the RDEIR is
amended to read as follows:
To address their own unique fire protection issues within the County’s specific planning areas
(i.e., Mountain, Foothill, etc.); additional policies (see PFS-7.6, FGMP-101.2, and FGMP-101.3)
are also included.
Additionally, the second paragraph on page 3.9-62 of the RDEIR is amended to read as follows:
To address their own unique fire protection issues within the County’s specific planning areas
(i.e., Mountain, Foothill, etc.), additional policies (see FGMP-101.2, and FGMP-101.3) are also
included.
The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR. The commenter is
referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this Final EIR which
includes all revisions to the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-85:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-84 and Master Response #3
and #7.
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Response to Comment I19-86:
The commenter’s opinion on the General Plan is noted. This comment does not address the
adequacy or content of the RDEIR and no further response is required. Comments will be
forwarded to the County decision makers for consideration. Please see Master Response #8.

Response to Comment I19-87:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-39. Policy FGMP-1.10 is
part of a suite of measures designed to reduce the impact to agriculture the extent feasible. As
discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies such as FGMP-1.10, should not be reviewed
in a vacuum, but together with the rest of the general plan policies and implementation measures.
The commenter is referred to the summary of policies and implementation measures discussed on
pages 3.10-13 through 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. In particular, policies contained in the Foothill
Growth Management Plan are intended to provide specific guidance for that area of the County
only, and are not intended to have County-Wide application. While the Foothill Growth
Management Plan provides specific guidance to the referenced portion of the County, it should be
noted that policy guidance contained in the other elements of the general plan pertain to all areas
of the County and provide baseline policy guidance while the additional area plans provide
supplemental policy guidance to their respective planning area.

Response to Comment I19-88:
The commenter is referred Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of the
General Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to Master Response #7 and #8 regarding the use of
implementation measures.

Response to Comment I19-89:
The commenter is referred to Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of the
General Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic
EIR. Additionally, commenter is referred to Master Response #7 regarding the use of
implementation measures. For impacts to agricultural resources, the commenter is referred to
Section 3.10 “Agricultural Resources” of the RDEIR. While the County considered a number of
measures and developed a comprehensive set of policies and implementation measures designed
to address impacts to agricultural resources, the conversion of important farmland acres to a
developed use was ultimately considered significant and unavoidable. The comprehensive set of
policies identified in the RDEIR designed to address important farmlands is summarized below.
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MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Agriculture, Land Use and Economic Development Elements

Policies designed to conserve agricultural resources within the County include the following:
AG-1.1
AG-1.2
AG-1.3
AG-1.4
AG-1.5
AG-1.6
AG-1.7
AG-1.8

Primary Land Use
Coordination
Williamson Act
Williamson Act in UDBs and HDBs
Substandard Williamson Act Parcels
Conservation Easements
Preservation of Agricultural Lands
Agriculture Within Urban Boundaries

AG-1.9
AG-1.10
AG-1.11
AG-1.12
AG-1.13
AG-1.14
LU-2.1
LU-2.4

Agricultural Preserves Outside Urban Boundaries
Extension of Infrastructure Into Agricultural Areas
Agricultural Buffers
Ranchettes
Agricultural Related Uses
Right-to-Farm Noticing
Agricultural Lands
Residential Agriculture Uses

Policies designed to promote the continued productivity and employment of agricultural resources within the County include the following:
AG-2.1
AG-2.2
AG-2.3
AG-2.4
AG-2.5
AG-2.6

Diversified Agriculture
Market Research
Technical Assistance
Crop Care Education
High-Value-Added Food Processing
Biotechnology and Biofuels

AG-2.8
AG-2.9
AG-2.10
AG-2.11
ED-2.10
LU-2.2

Agricultural Education Programs
Global Marketing
Regional Transportation
Energy Production
Supporting Agricultural Industry
Agricultural Parcel Splits

Implementation measures designed to protect and conserve agricultural resources within the County include the following:
Agriculture Implementation Measure #1
Agriculture Implementation Measure #2
Agriculture Implementation Measure #3
Agriculture Implementation Measure #4
Agriculture Implementation Measure #5
Agriculture Implementation Measure #6

Agriculture Implementation Measure #7
Agriculture Implementation Measure #8
Agriculture Implementation Measure #9
ED Implementation Measure #4
ED Implementation Measures #5

Planning Framework and Land Use Elements

Policies designed to promote future development patterns that focus growth within established community areas include the
following:
LU-1.8
LU-2.1
LU 2.2
LU-2.4
LU-2.5

Encourage Infill Development
Agricultural Lands
Agricultural Parcel Splits
Residential Agriculture Uses
Agricultural Support Facilities

LU-2.6
PF-1.1
PF-1.2
PF-1.3
PF-1.4

Industrial Development
Maintain Urban Edges
Location of Urban Development
Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs
Available Infrastructure

Rural Valley Lands Plan, Foothill Growth Management Plan, and Mountain Framework Plan

Similar policies designed to conserve and encourage the continued economic value of agricultural resources within the various
planning areas include the following:
RVLP-1.1
RVLP-1.2
RVLP-1.3
RVLP-1.4

Development Intensity
Existing Parcels and Approvals
Tulare County Agricultural Zones
Determination of Agriculture Land

FGMP-1.10 Development in Success Valley
FGMP-5.1 Protect Agricultural Lands
M-1.9
Agricultural Preserves

In addition to the above mentioned policies, the following revisions to Policy AG-1.6 “Conservation
Easements”, the new Policy AG-1.18 “Farmland Trust and Funding Sources”, and the new
Agricultural Implementation Measure #15 were identified in the RDEIR to address important
farmland impacts.


AG-1.6 Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation
Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including
“Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require payment
of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for
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conservation conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If
available, Tthe ACEP may shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of
statewide significance (Prime or other Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary
for the preservation of agricultural land, including land that may be part of a community
separator as part of a comprehensive program to establish community separators. The
in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the importance of land
value and shall require equivalent mitigation. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]


AG-1.18 Farmland Trust and Funding Sources. The in-lieu fees collected by the County
may be transferred to the Central Valley Farmland Trust or other qualifying entity, which
will arrange the purchase of conservation easements. The County shall encourage the Trust
or other qualifying entity to pursue a variety of funding sources (grants, donations, taxes,
or other funds) to fund implementation of the ACEP. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]



Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15. The County shall consider the
implementation of an Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) to help
protect and preserve agricultural lands (including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in
Policy AG-1.6. [New Implementation Program – Draft EIR Analysis]

Response to Comment I19-90:
Commenter is referred to Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of the General
Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. As
indicated in Policy AG-1.18 (see the response to Comment I19-89 and RDEIR page 3.10-15), the
conservation easement fees may be transferred to a number of qualifying entities that can
accommodate and implement agricultural conservation programs (including the Central Valley
Farmland Trust). Policy AG-1.18 is part of the suite of measures that would be adopted to
mitigate impact AG 3.10-1 (see RDEIR page 3.10-13 – 3.10-15). However, as explained in the
RDEIR, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable (RDEIR page 3.10-16).

Response to Comment I19-91:
The RDEIR provides an adequate analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed project
under CEQA. Only significant environmental effects of the project require mitigation under
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4). Accordingly, mitigation measures are not required for
Impact 3.10-2, which was determined to be a less than significant impact. Please see Criteria #12
and #13 of P.F. 5.2.
Additionally, as indicated in the response to Comment A8-7, the General Plan contains a
hierarchy of planning documents. The referenced policies for New Towns (planned communities)
and Corridor Plans are procedures for the creation of more area specific plans which would be
included in Part III of the General Plan. This type of planning methodology is similar to that
provided in the Government Code for the creation of a Specific Plans (Government Code Section
65450 et seq.). However creation of procedures to evaluate future proposals does not necessitate
environmental review because no New Towns (planned communities) or Corridor Plans are
currently proposed as part of this General Plan Update. Any such future proposals will have
separate environmental review under CEQA. As an example, the commenter is directed to Master
Response #11, which provides background on the Yokohl Ranch Project. While this project is
considered a” New Town”, the entitlements for the Yokohl Ranch Project are not included and
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will not be considered for approval as part of the General Plan 2030 Update. The Yokohl Ranch
Company has filed an individual general plan application (GPA 07-002) with the County that will
be considered on a separate timing track independent of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
Yokohl Ranch project will be subject to a program and project level EIR which will be circulated
in the future on a separate timing track.
The referenced New Town (planned community) procedures are discussed in General Plan, Part I,
Section 2.5, page 2-67. Similarly, Corridor Framework Plans establish policies that will guide the
potential adoption of Corridor Plan areas within the County (See General Plan, Part I, pages 1-7;
Part II, Sections 2.1 and 2.2). Further analysis of impacts of a new town (planned community) or
corridor plan are not proposed at this time and would be inappropriate for analysis at this
planning level. Please see Master Response #3. Such analysis should be conducted at an area
specific level.

Response to Comment I19-92:
Commenter is referred to Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of the General
Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
Additionally, commenter is referred to Master Response #7 regarding the use of implementation
measures. As noted above, individual Policies in the General Plan should not be reviewed in a
vacuum, please see RDEIR Section 3.11 for discussion of all the applicable General Plan Policies
and Implementation Measures. Please see Criteria #12 and #13 of P.F. 5.2.

Response to Comment I19-93:
The General Plan policies and measures work together as a suite of measures along with RDEIR
mitigation measures that are designed to reduce environmental impacts to the extent feasible.
Additionally, the General Plan 2030 Update provides a holistic view of the issues surrounding the
County, with policies throughout the various elements addressing specific issues that also interact to
address shared concerns. Since the General Plan is a holistic planning document, which addresses
competing interests (see, e.g., the response prepared for Comment I14-13), the policies of the General
Plan must be viewed comprehensively. Policy FGMP 5.1 is designed to protect agricultural lands
within the Foothill Growth Management Plan area. Please see Criteria #12 and #13 of P.F. 5.2.
While the Foothill Growth Management Plan provides specific guidance to the referenced portion
of the County, it should be noted that policy guidance contained in the other elements of the
general plan pertain to all areas of the County and provide baseline policy guidance while the
additional area plans provide supplemental policy guidance to their respective planning area.
A summary of General Plan 2030 Update policies identified in the RDEIR (see page 3.11-34) to
address biological resource issues is provided below:
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MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to protect sensitive habitats from the impacts of future development in Tulare County include the following:
ERM-1.1
ERM-1.2
ERM-1.3
ERM-1.4
ERM-1.5

Protection of Rare and Endangered Species
Development in Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Encourage Cluster Development
Protect Riparian Areas
Riparian Management Plans and Mining
Reclamation Plans
Management of Wetlands
Planting of Native Vegetation
Open Space Buffers
Coordination of Management on Adjacent Lands

ERM-1.6
ERM-1.7
ERM-1.8
ERM-1.9

ERM-1.12 Management of Oak Woodland Communities
ERM-1.13 Pesticides
ERM-1.14 Mitigation and Conservation Banking Program
ERM-5.8 Watercourse Development
ERM-5.15 Open Space Preservation
ERM Implementation Measures #2, #5, #7, #8, #9, #10,
#11, #13, #14, and #54

Implementation Measures designed to identify and mitigate the impact of development on key biological resources include the
following:
ERM Implementation Measure #3
ERM Implementation Measure #4
ERM Implementation Measure #6
Foothill Growth Management Plan

Policies designed to preserve and maintain biological resources within the Foothill Growth Management Plan include the
following:
FGMP-4.1
FGMP-5.1
FGMP-8.1
FGMP-8.5
FGMP-8.9

Identification of Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Protect Agricultural Lands
Riparian Area Development
Protection of Lakes
Removal of Natural Vegetation

FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal
FGMP-8.13 Use of Native Landscaping
FGMP-8.14 Identification of Wildlife
FGMP-8.19 Preservation of Unique Features
FGMP Implementation Measures #15, #23, and #26

Response to Comment I19-94:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-19 and I19-37. The
commenter is also referred to Master Response #8 which describes the intent of the Foothill
Growth Management Plan. Additionally, the commenter is referred to Foothill Growth
Management Plan Implementation Measure #7:


Foothill Growth Management Plan Implementation Measure #7. The Site Plan
Review Committee shall review the consistency of the project with the location, type of
design criteria of the County’s policies for projects that only require Site Plan Review.
Should the project not meet the County’s policies, findings to that effect shall be
forwarded to the appropriate decision-making body [FGMP (1981), Existing
Implementation Measure. Pg.25].

Response to Comment I19-95:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General
Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
Please also see RDEIR Section 3.11 for discussion of all the regulations and General Plan policies
which address impacts to biological resources.
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Response to Comment I19-96:
The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I19-93 which identifies the various
policies included in the General Plan 2030 Update to address biological resource impacts.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to Master Response #11 for information regarding the
Yokohl Ranch Project and Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. The Yokohl Ranch Project represents
only a small part of the larger geographical area of the Yokohl Valley.

Response to Comment I19-97:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-19 and I19-37. The
commenter is also referred to Master Response #8 which describes the intent of the Foothill
Growth Management Plan. In addition, planned community areas must be consistent with the
provisions of Policy PF-5.2 (page 2-67, Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update.
FGMP Implementation Measure #15 is a new implementation measure identified as part of the
RDEIR analysis. FGMP Implementation Measure #23 and #26 are included as part of the Foothill
Growth Management Plan (see pages 3-25 and 3-26 [Part II] of the Goals and Policies Report).
Please see Response to Comment I19-91.

Response to Comment I19-98:
The restatement of the impact conclusions is noted. The comment does not address the adequacy
of the RDEIR and no further response is required.

Response to Comment I19-99:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General
Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.
Impacts 3.11-5 and 3.11-6 address whether the proposed project would conflict with local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources…and an adopted habitat conservation plan,
natural community conservation plan which differs from the issue posed in the comment of
whether the project would have impacts on “wildlife” which are addressed under different
significance thresholds. The comment provides no evidence that the proposed project would
conflict any of the plans discussed in the RDEIR. Please also see Master Response #7.

Response to Comment I19-100:
Policy FGMP-7.1 should not be reviewed in a vacuum as it is part of a suite of measures designed
to reduce the impact to historical resources the extent feasible. In particular, policies contained in
the Foothill Growth Management Plan are intended to provide specific guidance for that area of
the County only, and are not intended to have County-Wide application. While the Foothill
Growth Management Plan provides specific guidance to the referenced portion of the County, it
should be noted that policy guidance contained in the other elements of the general plan pertain to
all areas of the County and provide baseline policy guidance while the additional area plans
provide supplemental policy guidance to their respective planning area.
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The comment also suggests that Implementation Measure 22 should apply “no matter where the
site is located.” As discussed in Master Response #3 a policy as suggested in the comment would
be infeasible as it would provide insufficient flexibility for the County. While some areas may
require archaeological review, other areas that are known to contain only disturbed soil, imported
soil, or other fill material would not contain significant archaeological resources. Additionally,
projects will be subject to the regulatory requirements discussed in Section 3.12 (including review
under the National Historic Preservation Act) and impacts to archaeological resources will also be
reviewed at the time at the time specific projects are proposed and will be subject to project
specific environmental review.
A summary of General Plan 2030 Update policies identified in the RDEIR (see page 3.12-18 and
3.12-19) to address cultural resource issues is provided below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Land Use, Scenic Landscape, and
Environmental Resources Management Elements

Policies and implementation measures designed to preserve and maintain historic resources in Tulare County include the
following:
LU-7.11
Adaptive Reuse
LU-7.12
Historic Buildings and Areas
LU-7.13
Preservation of Historic Buildings
SL-2.3
Historic and Cultural Landscapes
SL-3.1
Community Centers and Neighborhoods
SL-3.2
Urban Expansion–Edges
SL-3.4
Planned Communities
SL-4.1
Design of Highways
SL-4.2
Design of County Roads
SL Implementation Measure #8B
ERM-6.1 Evaluation of Cultural and Archaeological
Resources

ERM-6.2

Protection of Resources with Potential State or
Federal Designations
ERM-6.3 Alteration of Sites with Identified Cultural
Resources
ERM-6.4 Mitigation
ERM-6.5 Cultural Resources Education Programs
ERM-6.6 Historic Structures and Sites
ERM-6.7 Cooperation of Property Owners
ERM-6.8 Solicit Input from Local Native Americans
ERM-6.10 Grading Cultural Resources Sites
ERM Implementation Measure #50

Foothill Growth Management Plan

Policies designed to preserve and maintain Foothill Growth Management Plan historical and archaeological sites include the following:
FGMP-7.1 Information on Historical Sites
FGMP-7.3 Protection of Historical or Archaeological Sites

FGMP Implementation Measure #22

In addition to the above mentioned policies and implementation measures, the following revisions
to ERM-6.2 “Protection of Resources with Potential State or Federal Designations”, ERM-6.3
“Alteration of Sites with Identified Cultural Resources”, and ERM-6.6 “Historic Structures and
Sites” were identified in the RDEIR as required to address this impact:


ERM-6.2 Protection of Resources with Potential State or Federal Designations. The
County shall protect cultural and archaeological sites with demonstrated potential for
placement on the National Register of Historic Places and/or inclusion in the California State
Office of Historic Preservation’s California Points of Interest and California Inventory of
Historic Resources. Such sites may be of Statewide or local significance and have
anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific, religious, or
other values as determined by a qualified archaeological professional. [New Policy – Draft
EIR Analysis].
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ERM-6.3 Alteration of Sites with Identified Cultural Resources. When planning any
development or alteration of a site with identified cultural or archaeological resources,
consideration should be given to ways of protecting the resources. Development can be
permitted in these areas only after a site specific investigation has been conducted
pursuant to CEQA to define the extent and value of resource, and mitigation measures
proposed for any impacts the development may have on the resource. [New Policy- Draft
EIR Analysis].



ERM-6.6 Historic Structures and Sites. The County shall support public and private
efforts to preserve, rehabilitate, and continue the use of historic structures, sites, and parks.
Where applicable, preservation efforts shall conform to the current Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. [Revised Draft EIR
Analysis].

Response to Comment I19-101:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-19 and I19-37.

Response to Comment I19-102:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-19 and I19-37. The
commenter is also referred to the response prepared to Comment I19-100 for a description of the
various policies developed to address cultural resources. As indicated in Policy ERM-6.1, the
evaluation of cultural and archaeological resources will be conducted in accordance with State
and federal regulations which require the evaluations to be conducted by qualified professionals.
Other policies in the General Plan 2030 update require input from a variety of other qualified
parties including Native American Groups (See Policy ERM-6.8).

Response to Comment I19-103:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-102.

Response to Comment I19-104:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the level of detail appropriate for the
General Plan policies and programmatic EIR. The commenter is correct; the historic Kaweah Post
Office should be listed on Table 3.12-1 of the RDEIR. Table 3.12-1 of the RDEIR will be
updated.
The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR. The commenter is
referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this Final EIR which
includes all revisions to the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-105:
Policy WR-1.1 on page 11.6 of the Goals and Policies Report will be updated to address the
typographical error indicated by the commenter. Policy WR-1.1 is amended to read as follows on
page 11-6 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update:
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These actions shall be intended to help the County mitigate migrate the potential impact on
ground water resources identified during planning and approval processes.
The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR. The commenter is
referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this Final EIR which
includes all revisions to the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-106:
The commenter’s suggestion to revise Policy WR-1.3 to prohibit the permanent transfer of water
rights outside the County is noted. Such a ban at County lines would be arbitrary and could
actually result in worsening of impacts in the groundwater basin if such transfers are needed
within the basin but outside the County; County lines are not tied to the groundwater basin (see
O.W.L. Foundation v. City of Rohnert Park (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 568). Furthermore, such
inflexibility could result in a taking and is therefore considered legally infeasible. The commenter
is referred to Master Response #1. The commenter is also referred to the response for Comment
I14-58 which describes the County’s policy related to an Integrated Regional Water Management
Plan.

Response to Comment I19-107:
The commenter’s suggestion to revise Policy WR-1.4 is noted. In response to the suggested
comment, the following revision to Policy WR-1.4 is proposed:


WR-1.4 Conversion of Agricultural Water Resources. For new urban development,
the County shall discourage the transfer of water used for agricultural purposes (within
the prior ten years) for domestic consumption except in the including but not limited to
the following circumstance:
o

The water remaining for the agricultural operation is sufficient to maintain the land as
an economically viable agricultural use,

o

The reduction in infiltration from agricultural activities as a source of groundwater
recharge will not significantly impact the groundwater basin [New Policy – Draft EIR
Analysis].

Response to Comment I19-108:
The list provided on page 3.11-20 is based on a current review of the California Department of
Fish and Game’s CNDDB- documented occurrences list of sensitive habitats. The identified
special-status plan species identified by the commenter (Kaweah brodiaea) is identified in Table
3.11-2 (see page 3.11-24) of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-109:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I19-104.
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Response to Comment I19-110:
Comment noted. The RDEIR has sufficiently analyzed impacts of the proposed project and
mitigated those impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the requirements of CEQA for a
Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The RDEIR is intended to analyze impacts of
the proposed General Plan and must identify measures to minimize any significant impacts (State
Guidelines Section 15121[a]). Although the General Plan is intended to be a self-mitigating
document, many of the impacts remain significant and unavoidable despite the implementation of
mitigating policies and implementation measures found in the existing General Plan and those
modified through the environmental analysis. Additionally, the RDEIR analyzes a reasonable
range of alternatives to the proposed project. See Master Response #9 for further discussion of the
RDEIR alternatives.

Response to Comment I19-111:
The commenter is also referred to Master Response #9 for further response regarding Alternatives
development and analysis. The comment also states “the County improperly incorporated all of
the proposed General Plan 2030 Update’s policies and implementation measures into each
alternative. Contrary to this comment, the alternatives have policies which differ from those of
the proposed project. A fact noted by the commenter in comment I19-120. Please see Response to
Comment I23-70 which addresses this issue. The commenter is also directed to the introductory
section for each alternative which not only includes a description of the population distribution
assumptions for each alternative but also includes a policy scenario for each alternative at the
level of detail consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. For example, the following description is
from page 4-18 of the RDEIR and describes the policy differences for Alternative 2: CityCentered Alternative:
In order to accomplish this land use goal, several revisions to the Goals and Policies Report
(Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update) would be required, in particular those included in
the Planning Framework Element that are designed to manage growth near existing city
boundaries (see Table 4-4). Revised policies would incorporate land use strategies that would
require greater land use efficiency standards for development on important farmlands within
the CACUDBs (20 year boundary) for unincorporated communities and hamlets. Additional
strategies that could be integrated into the policies and implementation measures of the
Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update) to direct growth within
existing CACUDBs for the incorporated cities in the County include:
 Cities accept significant growth and accommodate it through infill development, higher
densities, and transportation infrastructure.
 County limits rural residential development.
 County continues to improve quality of life and services in unincorporated communities
but does not make growth inducing infrastructure improvements.
 County limits commercial development to local serving in unincorporated communities.
 County continues to focus on facilitating/managing agricultural development.
 County and cities need to evaluate revenue-sharing agreement.
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 Under this alternative, slower development patterns are assumed to continue through the
entire 2030 planning horizon, with the unincorporated population being slightly lower (
206,880 individuals by 2030 versus 222,580) than that anticipated under the proposed
project (see Table 4-1).
Contrary to the statements made by commenter, there are no ironclad rules relating to the range of
alternatives to be discussed in the EIR. The selection of alternatives is governed by the rule of
reason (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6). This means that “an EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is
not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)). The
lead agency has the discretion to determine the number of alternatives necessary to constitute a
legally adequate range, which will vary from case to case depending on the nature of the project
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553). In addition, an
alternative need be environmentally superior to the project in only some respects (Sierra Club v.
City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App. 4th 523, 547).

Response to Comment I19-112:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for further response regarding Alternatives
development and analysis.

Response to Comment I19-113:
The intent of Table 4-1 is to summarize what is considered the key points of each alternative. The
commenter is directed to the introductory text of each alternative to truly understand the
variability of each alternative, in particular to understand the differences in policy direction
identified for each alternative. Please refer to Response to Comment I19-111.

Response to Comment I19-114:
The key differences of the No-Project Alternative are described on page 4-6 of the RDEIR. As
indicated in the text, the key differences include continuation of the existing general plan as the
guiding policy document for the County and slightly larger population projections for the
unincorporated portions of the County associated with minimized policy guidance in the existing
general plan that manages growth within the unincorporated areas of the County. Please see
Response to Comment I19-111.

Response to Comment I19-115:
The commenter’s opinion is noted. The CEQA Guidelines require evaluation of the No-Project
Alternative regardless of the ability to meet the project objectives (General Plan 2030 Update);
(see CEQA Guidelines §15126.6).
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Response to Comment I19-116:
The proposed project has been updated to provide modern planning and environmental regulatory
guidance. Given the age of the existing general plan originally adopted in 1964, the No-Project
has limited ability to meet the various objectives associated with the proposed project. Please see
Response to Comment I19-111.

Response to Comment I19-117:
Alternative 4: Transportation Corridors Alternatives includes an alternative policy scenario (or
project description) as described on pages 4-27 through 4-28 of the RDEIR which enables the
alternative to be considered a feasible alternative for evaluation in the RDEIR. Alternative 4 is
intended to focus growth in the designated transportation corridors as opposed to a balanced
growth approach which would all growth to occur both in the corridor areas and in more urban
areas.

Response to Comment I19-118:
The typographical error identified by the commenter regarding the appropriate cite to the CEQA
Guidelines is corrected as follows in the second paragraph on page 4-1 of the RDEIR:
“One finding that is permissible, if supported by substantial evidence, is that “specific
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations . . . make infeasible the . . .
alternatives identified” in the EIR (Pub. Resources Code, §21081, subd. [a]; see also
CEQA Guidelines, §159091, subd. [a]).”
The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR. The commenter is
referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this Final EIR which
includes all revisions to the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-119:
Table 4-3 is a summary chart providing the conclusions for quick comparison. An explanation and
analysis supporting the RDEIR’s conclusions regarding the alternatives is provided in RDEIR Chapter
4.0, pages 4.13 through 4-36. Commenter’s opinion regarding the impact of urban infill on historic
resources is noted. As indicated by the commenter, the assumption is that greater amounts of
development within urbanized areas could affect the individual historic qualities of existing structures
or districts within those urbanized areas. Affected structures could experience structural modifications,
retrofits, or require demolition which could affect their individual consideration as a historic resource
as more infill development is proposed within these urbanized areas. The commenter is referred to
Master Response #9 for further response regarding Alternatives development and analysis.

Response to Comment I19-120:
The analysis provided on page 4-19 concludes that Alternative 2 would meet some of the project
objectives. However, the lower levels of anticipated growth and development (associated with
Alternative 2) may make it more difficult to achieve the desired level of reinvestment within
existing communities and hamlets. Consequently, Alternative 2 would not meet this objective and
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may not fully meet project objectives that encourage additional opportunities for small
unincorporated communities to grow, address public health and safety concerns, and improve
their quality of life (compared to the proposed project), with more growth being focused in
CACUDBs. As with all the alternatives, it is assumed that the County would still continue to
coordinate and cooperate with other local agencies and organizations on a variety of relevant land
management issues regardless of whether the General Plan is updated or not.

Response to Comment I19-121:
The commenter notes that the alternatives analysis rates the project and the City Centered and
Confined Growth alternatives the same with respect to air quality impacts. The analysis indicates
that the alternatives are similar because each would produce similar amounts of mobile and
stationary sources of emissions. The commenter asks for the County percentage of mobile and
stationary emissions and the basis for the conclusion.
CEQA only requires consideration of alternatives that reduce one or more significant impacts to
less than significant levels. The difference in emissions between the project and the alternatives
is not sufficient to reduce air quality impacts to less than significant. Table 5 of the Climate
Action Plan provides the percentage of the major development related source categories for
Tulare County’s 2007 greenhouse gas inventory. Stationary sources comprised 45 percent of the
inventory, mobile sources comprised 43 percent, and solid waste disposal and management
comprised 12 percent. Stationary emissions consist of natural gas consumption primarily for
cooking and space, heating, and electricity use. These emissions will continue at similar rates
regardless of where the development occurs. Mobile emission sources are directly related to
vehicle trips and miles traveled. Development under the City Centered and Confined Growth
alternatives would have shorter average trip lengths and increased opportunities for using
alternative modes for some trips. However, people in cities tend to make more trips than those
living in rural areas. People in rural areas tend to combine trips for multiple purposes due to the
distance and time required for the trip. This tendency to make less trips reduces some of the
potential emission reductions of the alternatives.
Table 10 of the CAP provides trip reduction estimates recommended by the SJVAPCD for land
use and transportation measures that can be achieved at the project level. The measure
effectiveness is dependent on many factors applicable to the project site such as density, design,
diversity, and distance. The alternatives would incrementally improve these factors, but not on a
sufficient scale to reduce the air quality impacts to less than significant. Based on experience
using the URBEMIS 2007 mitigation component, mobile source reductions for projects in
suburban communities can range from 4 to 12 percent depending on the individual circumstances.
The CAP estimates that reductions averaging 6 percent would be achieved with implementation
of the General Plan 2030 Update. If one assumes that the high end of reductions could be
achieved with the alternatives, it would provide an additional 6 percent, an amount that is
insufficient to reduce emissions to less than the SJVAPCD threshold of significance.
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Response to Comment I19-122:
The commenter is referred to RDEIR Section 4.3, pages 4-32 through 4-36 for an analysis of the
environmental impacts associated with Alternative 5: Confined Growth Alternative.

Response to Comment I19-123:
The alternatives used the same significance thresholds as those used in the individual resource sections
in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR. This is demonstrated in the summary tables at the beginning of each
alternative (see Table 4-3 for an example) which provides these significance thresholds. The comment
is also directed to RDEIR page 4-33 for discussion of agricultural resources. The level of detail
provided in this discussion is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) which states that
“the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant
effects of the project as proposed.” In addition, the level of detail for the analysis of the alternatives
corresponds to the level of specificity involved in the activity considered in the EIR. For example, the
discussion of alternatives in an EIR for a planning level action, like this one, need not be as precise as
the discussion for a specific development project (CEQA Guidelines, §15146).

Response to Comment I19-124:
It is unclear what section the comment is referring to in stating “see above.” No response can be
provided. Please see Response to Comment I19-121.

Response to Comment I19-125:
The analysis for Alternative 5 recognizes that the confined growth alternative would reduce the
overall number of vehicle miles driven (see RDEIR page 4-34). However, energy consumption is not
dependent upon the location of the dwelling unit (i.e. unincorporated County versus incorporated
City). Rather, this is dependent upon building materials. All new development will have to comply
with modern energy efficiency requirements and California Building Code Requirements (Title 24,
California Code of Regulations). In addition, Policy AQ-3.5 and AQ Implementation Measure 12
encourage energy efficient design. Please also see Response to Comment I19-123 and Master
Response #9 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail in the Alternatives analysis.

Response to Comment I19-126:
The alternatives analysis is meant to be comparative only. As discussed in Response to Comment I19123, CEQA does not require each alternative to be analyzed with the same level of detail as the
proposed project. It is not necessary to provide a calculation of total daily vehicle trips for each
alternative in order to assess the relative merits of each alternative with that of the proposed project.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for further response regarding Alternatives
development and analysis. As described in Master Response #9, these alternatives have been analyzed
at the appropriate level of detail for a General Plan under CEQA. The alternatives analysis requires
less detail than the analysis of the project’s impacts and it need not be exhaustive (CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15126.6(d); Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523).
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Response to Comment I19-127:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the content and feasibility of Alternative 2 is noted. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #1 and #9. This suggestion will be forwarded to
County decision makers for their consideration. Appendix B in the General Plan 2030 Update
(page B-3) includes several policies that promote sustainable/smart growth principles consistent
with the Tulare County Regional Blueprint.

Response to Comment I19-128:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-16 from the Attorney
General regarding the inclusion of an alternative that would limit growth. The Attorney General’s
comment quoted by commenter was submitted in 2008 on the originally published draft EIR.
Please see Master Response #2 regarding the treatment given to comments submitted on the
previous document. The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for further response regarding
Alternatives development and analysis, and the “healthy growth alternative.” The commenter is
referred to the description of Alternative 2 which meets the commenter’s objectives of having the
County focus greater amounts of growth within existing urban areas.

Response to Comment I19-129:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for further response regarding Alternatives
development and analysis.

Response to Comment I19-130:
The commenter is also referred to Master Response #8 which describes the intent of the Foothill
Growth Management Plan. As described in Master Response #8, the FGMP provides for allowed
uses and development standards in the foothill development corridors. The General Plan 2030
Update does not propose any changes to the location or the size of the areas currently designated
as foothill development corridors. The Foothill Growth Management Plan (FGMP) is part of the
proposed project and was discussed through the RDEIR including discussion on page 2-12 of the
RDEIR Project Description. The full contents of the plan were also included in Appendix C of the
RDEIR. Accordingly, environmental impacts associated with the FGMP are analyzed in the
RDEIR as part of the project. New policies are identified by a notation in italics text at the end of
the policy. For example, new policies identified as a result of the CEQA analysis are identified as
[New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis] and/or [New Policy – Final EIR]. Also, see Response to
Comment I27-4.

Response to Comment I19-131:
The intent and purpose of the Foothill Growth Management Plan have not changed. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #8 which describes the intent of the Foothill Growth
Management Plan. Please see Master Response #11 for discussion of development in the
foothills. As discussed therein, Yokohl Ranch has not been “green-light[ed].” Also, the
commenter is referred to Response to Comment I19-75.
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Response to Comment I19-132:
Please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the level of detail required in the RDEIR and the
General Plan. As discussed therein, the RDEIR environmental setting/baseline “shall be no longer
than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its
alternatives.” Similarly, the General Plan complies with the Content requirements of Government
Code Section 65302. The cited data from 1981 is over 30 years old therefore the RDEIR provides
more recent information, including additional information in the Background report. The
comment provides no evidence that this more recent information is not accurate. The commenter
is also referred to Master Response #8.

Response to Comment I19-133:
Please see Response to Comment I19-132.
In the footnote, the commenter also asks what the status of the FGMP is, since that would be the
“baseline.” The CEQA baseline is the description of the “physical environmental conditions in
the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published” (CEQA
Guidelines, §15125). This description is provided in the Environmental Setting section of each
resource area in RDEIR Chapter 3, the Environmental Analysis chapter.

Response to Comment I19-134:
As discussed in Response to Comment I19-130 the text of the proposed project was made
available for review. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #8.

Response to Comment I19-135:
The Commenter’s opinion is noted. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #8.
Additionally, this comment addresses the FGMP as a standalone document, however as noted in
Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but rather part of
the entire General Plan. The commenter is referred to the summary of policies and
implementation measures provided in the individual resource chapters in Section 3.0 of the
RDEIR as well as the other Elements in the General Plan, which provide policy guidance on the
issues (i.e. smart growth, conservation, etc.) identified by the commenter. Please also see
Response to Comment I19-140 below.

Response to Comment I19-136:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #7 on the use of implementation measures. The State
of California General Plan Guidelines published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR General Plan Guidelines) are advisory and not mandatory. State law does not
require each general plan policy to have a corresponding implementation measure. Additionally,
see the responses prepared for Comments I19-19 and I19-37 and Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the enforceability of General Plan 2030 Update policies.
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Response to Comment I19-137:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Because the comment indicates
commenter’s general opinion that the RDEIR does not meet CEQA standards without a specific
example, no further response can be provided. Comments will be forwarded to the County
decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-138:
Once adopted, a general plan is required to be implemented under Government Code §65400. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and appropriate
level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-139:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #8 regarding the Foothill Growth Management Plan
and to the response prepared for Comment I19-132 and I19-133 for discussion of baseline.
Additionally, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan and programmatic RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-140:
The commenter’s introductory statement regarding the remaining portions of their comment letter
is noted. The comments address the FGMP as a standalone document, however as noted in
Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum, but rather part of
the entire General Plan. The commenter is referred to the summary of policies and
implementation measures provided in the individual resource chapters in Section 3.0 of the
RDEIR as well as the other Elements in the General Plan.
In subsequent comments, this letter also requests analysis of impacts associated with individual
policy changes in comparison to the 1981 FGMP policies. However, impacts under CEQA are
made in comparison to existing conditions (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 and 15126.2)
not in comparison to an existing plan. Furthermore, development would not occur exclusively
under the FGMP policies. Development and its associated impacts are based upon projected
buildout of the proposed project as a whole as it would be shaped by all of the policies in the
General Plan, not just those in the FGMP, as well as other existing federal, state, and local plans
and regulations.

Response to Comment I19-141:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please see
Master Response #1.
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Response to Comment I19-142:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140. The comment is also directed to RDEIR Section 3.7
for discussion of grading related policies, Section 3.6 for discussion of natural watercourse
related policies, and Section 3.11 for discussion of policies related to biological resources. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for
the General Plan and programmatic RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-143:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-144:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-145:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140. The comment is also reminded that in addition to the
other Elements of the General Plan, there are existing federal, state, and local regulations which
will shape the way development occurs within the County. In particular, Land Use
Implementation Measure #4 provides for Site Plan Review, similarly the County Ordinance code
provides for review by the Site Plan Review Committee depending upon the nature of individual
projects (see County Ordinance code Sections 7-03-1010, 7-01-1010, 7-07-1005, 7-15--1040).
Please also see Master Response #3 and #7 for discussion of General Plan implementation, and
Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
RDEIR. Please see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-146:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140 and Master Responses #3, #4, and #7.
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-147:
As noted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 and 15125, impacts of the project are made in
comparison to existing conditions, not the existing General Plan. Furthermore, impacts are based
upon the entire General Plan, not individual policies. The comment is directed to RDEIR Section
3 which addresses impacts of the proposed project and mitigation measures for each of the
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resource areas discussed in the comment. Please also see Response to Comment I19-145 for
discussion of site plan review. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-148:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. Please also see Response to Comment I19-147 for evaluation of the
proposed project’s impacts. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-149:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. Please also see Response to Comment I19-147 for evaluation of the
proposed project’s impacts. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-150:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-151:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability and
appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and programmatic RDEIR. Please see RDEIR
Section 3.1 for discussion of all of the policies in the General Plan related to Aesthetics. Please
also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-152:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-153:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-37. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response #7 and Response to
Comment I19-72 regarding the use of implementation measures. The remainder of the comment
does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required. Comments will
be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-154:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the
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RDEIR and no further response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision
makers for their consideration. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-155:
Please see Master Response #7 regarding the use of implementation measures. The State of
California General Plan Guidelines published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR General Plan Guidelines) are advisory and not mandatory. State law does not require each
general plan policy to have a corresponding implementation measure. Please also see Master
Response #1.
Contrary to the comment, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within established
community areas, as discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25. Many
of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.1015 of the RDEIR. Please also see Master Response #1.
The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-156:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding General Plan Implementation and the
appropriate level of detail. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-157:
Please see Response to Comment I19-147 regarding the impacts of the proposed project. Please
also see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for discussion of General Plan Implementation and the
appropriate level of detail. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of new towns.
Furthermore, the County has not delegated its decision making authority. Please also see Master
Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-158:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-37. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of
land use designations, population densities, and building intensities. Please see Master Response
#7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of implementation measures. Please see
Response to Comment I19-147 regarding the impacts of the proposed project.
The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration. Please also see Master Response #1.
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Response to Comment I19-159:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-160:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 regarding the use of implementation measures and the
appropriate level of detail for the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment I14-38 and
I19-145 for discussion of Site Plan Review. In addition, Policies AQ-3.4 and AQ-3.5, AQ
Implementation Measure 12, and LU Implementation Measure 25 encourage energy efficient design.
The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-161:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, #7, and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures and the appropriate level of detail for the proposed project. Please also
see Response to Comment I19-145 for discussion of impacts of the proposed project. This policy
is consistent with mining requiring discretionary approval. Please see Impact 3.7-5 and 3.7-6
beginning on page 3.7-24 of the RDEIR for a discussion of mining related impacts. The
remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response
is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.
Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-162:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-163:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. The comment also suggests that use of the language “special wildlife
species” in Policy FGMP-4.1 is environmentally superior to the policy as currently proposed.
Contrary to the commenter’s belief, the language as proposed in the RDEIR would be encompass
more species than the suggested language and is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15380. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-164:
Please see Master Response #3, #7, and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the
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RDEIR and no further response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision
makers for their consideration. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-165:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see
Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-166:
The comment suggests that the RDEIR “fails to disclose” the text of the FGMP. Please see
Response to Comment I19-130 which addresses this issue. The comment also questions the
changes of individual policies in comparison to the previous plan. Please see Response to
Comment I19-140 and I19-145 which address this issue.
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail in the General Plan.
Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-167:
The comment questions the changes of individual policies in comparison to the previous plan.
Please see Response to Comment I19-140 and I19-145 which address this issue. Please see
Master Response #3 and #7 regarding the use of implementation measures. Please also see Master
Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-168:
Please see Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment I19-145 for discussion of Site Plan Review and
Response to Comment I19-140 for discussion of the impacts of the proposed project as a whole
(rather than individual policies). Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-169:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. Please also see Response to Comment I19-140 for discussion of the
impacts of the proposed project as a whole (rather than individual policies). The commenter is
also directed to the General Plan Transportation and Circulation Element (Part I, Section 13) for
discussion of highways and roadways and to the General Plan policies discussed in the RDEIR
Aesthetics Chapter in Section 3.1. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-170:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140, as discussed therein, many policies outside of the
FGMP apply Countywide and it is not necessary to restate these policies. Please see Master
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Response #3, #4, #7, and Response to Comment I19-72 for discussion of implementation of the
General Plan and the appropriate level of detail. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-171:
Please see Master Response #3 and #7, and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. Please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level
of detail for the General Plan. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-172:
Please see Response to Comment #3, #4, and #7 for discussion of General Plan implementation
and the appropriate level of detail. Please see Response to Comment I19-145 for discussion of
Site Plan Review. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I19-173:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140. The commenter is also referred to General Plan 2030
Update Policies ERM 6.2, 6.3, and 6.6. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and
no further response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment I19-174:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and implementation of the General Plan. The commenter is also referred to the
responses prepared for Comments I19-100 and I19-102.

Response to Comment I19-175:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and implementation of the General Plan. The commenter is also referred to the
responses prepared for Comments I19-100 and I19-102.

Response to Comment I19-176:
Please see Master Response #3 and #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. Contrary to the commenter’s interpretation, the Policy does not permit
development by right on adjacent property; the policy simply states that “this does not preclude
development on adjacent property…” Please see Response to Comment I19-140.

Response to Comment I19-177:
The comment suggests that development, improvements, and encroachments should be prohibited
in proximity to watercourse and riparian areas. This is considered infeasible because it provides
insufficient flexibility as discussed in Master Response #3. Flexibility is needed to address the
peculiarities of specific parcels and specific projects as they are proposed. The County will need
to balance numerous planning, environmental, and policy considerations in the General Plan

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-428

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

based upon the specific parcels of land and projects. The comment is also directed RDEIR
Section 3.11 which discusses all the existing regulations and General Plan policies which address
riparian areas. Please see Response to Comment I19-140.

Response to Comment I19-178:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-179:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. The State of California General Plan Guidelines published by the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR General Plan Guidelines) are advisory and not
mandatory. State law does not require each general plan policy to have a corresponding
implementation measure. The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the
RDEIR and no further response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-180:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-181:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and programmatic RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment I19-145 for discussion
of Site Plan Review. FGMP Implementation Measure 30 is amended to read as follows on page
3-27 (Part II) of the General Plan 2030 Update:
The County shall require a properly designed wastewater disposal system to prevent surface or
groundwater contamination and a drainage plan which minimizes sedimentation and/or
contamination of the lake environment by are engineering measures capable of meeting the intent
of this policy.

Response to Comment I19-182:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-183:
Policies FGMP-8.7 and PF-2.3 are not inconsistent. Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7
for discussion of General Plan implementation and the appropriate level of detail. Please also see
Response to Comment I19-140 and I19-145.
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Response to Comment I19-184:
The comment is directed to RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.7 which address soil erosion.

Response to Comment I19-185:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-37. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response #7 and Response to
Comment I19-72 regarding the use of implementation measures. Please see Response to
Comment I19-71 for discussion of oak woodlands. The RDEIR does not list FGMP
Implementation Measures #15, #23, and #26 as implementing Policy FGMP-8.5. The Table on
page 3.11-34, simply references all the General Plan policies and Implementation Measures
related to Impact 3.11-1.
The comment also suggests that Development Standards 20 and 21 are inconsistent. This is
incorrect; Standard 20 applies to removal of trees in general within the FGMP area, whereas
Standard 21 applies to “areas restricted to open space.” See Part II, Section 3.1 of the General
Plan 2030 Update for Foothill Growth Management Plan Policies.

Response to Comment I19-186:
Please see Master Response #3 and #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the
RDEIR and no further response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-187:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140 and Master Response #3, #4, and #7.

Response to Comment I19-188:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140 and RDEIR Section 3.11 which discusses all General
Plan policies related to special status species and other biological resources. Please also see
Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for discussion of General Plan implementation and the
appropriate level of detail. Please see Response to Comment I19-71 for discussion of oak
woodlands.

Response to Comment I19-189:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7, and Response to Comment I19-72.

Response to Comment I19-190:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-37. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment I19-140 and RDEIR
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The commenter is also referred to Section 3.11 of the RDEIR where impacts and General Plan
policies related to special status species and other biological resources are discussed. Please also
see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of implementation
measures. Please see Response to Comment I19-163 for suggestions on the terminology “special
status species.”
The comment also references “the current IM for this policy (page 34)…” The quoted language is
not contained on FGMP page 3-34 nor is it included on RDEIR page 3.11-34. It is unclear what
language the comment is referencing, therefore, no further response is possible.
The remainder of the comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further
response is required. Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment I19-191:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures.

Response to Comment I19-192:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures.

Response to Comment I19-193:
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General
Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
The proposed General Plan also contains numerous policies designed to cluster development and
provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, PF-1.2, PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU-1.1,
LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air Quality
Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including density bonuses and
financial assistance]). Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of Planned
Community Areas and Master Response #11 on the Yokohl Ranch project. The commenter is
referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-37. The commenter is referred to Master
Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and the programmatic
nature of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-194:
The comment suggests prohibiting all hilltop and hillside development. Please see Response to
Comment I19-140. This is considered infeasible because it provides insufficient flexibility as
discussed in Master Response #3. Flexibility is needed to address the peculiarities of specific
parcels and specific projects as they are proposed. The County will need to balance numerous
planning, environmental, and policy considerations in the General Plan based upon the specific
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parcels of land and projects. The comment is also directed RDEIR Section 3.1 which discusses all
the existing regulations and General Plan policies which address aesthetic impacts. Please also
see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail. Please see Response to
Comment I19-145 for discussion of Site Plan Review.

Response to Comment I19-195:
Please see Master Response #3 and #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 for discussion of
General Plan implementation.

Response to Comment I19-196:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140 and RDEIR 3.11 for discussion of impacts to
biological resources.

Response to Comment I19-197:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures.

Response to Comment I19-198:
Please see Master Response #3, #4, and #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures and the appropriate level of detail.

Response to Comment I19-199:
Please see Response to Comment I19-140 and RDEIR 3.11 for discussion of impacts to
biological resources.

Response to Comment I19-200:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-201:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-202:
Please see Master Response #7 and Response to Comment I19-72 regarding the use of
implementation measures. Furthermore, the contents of the General Plan and the FGMP were
discussed in the Project Description of the RDEIR and made available in their entirety in
Appendix C of the RDEIR.
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The comment also states “the modification to permit development if new facilities ‘are proposed
or required’ without also requiring those proposed or required facilities to be provided and
financed by the developer puts the public at risk.” As discussed under Response to Comment I19140, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum. As discussed in RDEIR Section 3.9,
the General Plan contains policies related to funding of infrastructure.

Response to Comment I19-203:
Please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the General
Plan and the RDEIR. Please also see Master Response #3, #7 and Response to Comment I19-72
regarding the use of implementation measures.

Response to Comment I19-204:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-205:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-37. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
programmatic RDEIR, and Response to Comment I19-140. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #8 on the Foothill Growth Management Plan. Furthermore, the contents of the
General Plan and the FGMP were discussed in the Project Description of the RDEIR and made
available in their entirety in Appendix C of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-206:
Please see Master Response #3 and Response to Comment I19-140. Please also note that FGMP
development standards are incorrectly quoted; the language should read as follows: “…if it is
deemed inappropriate because of existing development patterns.” As discussed in Master
Response #3 some flexibility is needed to balance numerous environmental and planning
considerations. Furthermore, future project specific proposals will be subject to separate
environmental review.

Response to Comment I19-207:
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-208:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I19-33 which addresses
aesthetic, lighting, and night sky issues. The commenter is also referred to RDEIR Section 3.4,
Master Response #10, and Response to Comment I19-160 which identifies several policies
designed to address energy efficiency and climate change issues which discusses the County’s
Climate Action Plan, including its energy efficiency policies.
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Response to Comment I19-209:
The 1981 FGMP element required that the County adopt, by ordinance, the Foothill Development
Standards. The County completed this on May 28, 1981, via Ordinance #2417, Section 18.7 “F”
Foothill Combing Zone (TC Zoning Ordinance). Section18.7-E3. Special Findings, states:
“that the proposed site plan conforms to all policies and development standards as set
forth in this Section and the Foothill Growth Management Plan”
The information provided in this section documents the FGMP as an element of the County’s
general plan and the TC Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, the County’s Foothill Development
Standards are available on line:
http://www.co.tulare.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3785.

Response to Comment I19-210:
The commenter’s suggestion to revise Development Standard 5 is noted. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #1. FGMP Development Standard 5 on page 3-29 (Part II) of the
General Plan 2030 Update is amended to read as follows:
Those portions of the site which are adjacent to a watercourse area, contain undeveloped slopes
30 percent or greater or encompass environmental, archaeological, or historically sensitive areas
shall remain in common open space.
The revision does not change the analysis or conclusions in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I19-211:
The commenter’s suggestions for Development Standards 8 and 17 are noted. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #1. This suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for
their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-212:
The commenter’s suggestion for Development Standard 32 is noted. The commenter is referred to
Master Response #1 and #4. This suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for
their consideration.

Response to Comment I19-213:
The commenter’s statement is noted.

Response to Comment I19-214:
The commenter’s statement regarding previously submitted comments on the RDEIR is noted.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #2.
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Response to Comment I19-215:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3, #4, and #7, and Response to Comment I19-72
regarding the implementation of the General Plan and the appropriate level of detail.

Letter I20. Sarah Campe
Response to Comment I20-1:
See Master Response #9 for further response regarding Alternatives development and analysis.
Please also see Master Response #4 for discussion of General Plan implementation and
enforceability.

Response to Comment I20-2:
In regards to the range of alternatives presented, see response to comment I20-1, above. In
regards to additional strategies that could be integrated into the policies and implementation
measures to direct growth within existing CACUDBs for Alternative 2, the County has provided
a list of possibilities. These strategies would be in addition to the revisions to the Goals and
Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update) that would be required for Alternative 2,
in particular those included in the Planning Framework Element that are designed to manage
growth near existing city boundaries (see Table 4-4 on page 4-19 of the RDEIR). Revised policies
would incorporate land use strategies that would require greater land use efficiency standards for
development on important farmlands within the CACUDBs (20 year boundary) for
unincorporated communities and hamlets. Please see Master Response #10 for further discussion
of the project alternatives, and Master Response #3.

Response to Comment I20-3:
See Master Response #9 for a discussion of the breadth of variation between the alternatives. Please
also see Response to Comment I11-73 for discussion of increased population growth in the Cities.

Response to Comment I20-4:
The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Confined Growth Alternative has been dismissed. While
the analysis noted the alternatives’ ability to meet the project objectives (RDEIR page 4-19); this
however did not constitute a rejection of this alternative. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, potential alternatives are only required to meet most of the project objectives.
The Confined Growth Alternative (Alternative 5) is analyzed in Chapter 4 of the RDEIR and is
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative because it would convert less open space and
prime agricultural farmland than the proposed project. This alternative also has the potential to result
in fewer impacts to scenic resources. However, as shown in Table 4-3 (page 4-36 of the RDEIR),
implementation of Alternative 5 would still result in significant and unavoidable impacts to biological,
agricultural, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic resources. The RDEIR is an
environmental analysis document only, and does not promote or encourage the selection of one or
another of the alternatives or proposed project. The County has not yet selected whether the proposed
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project or one of the project alternatives, if any, will be approved and carried out. This decision will be
made by the Board of Supervisors after considering the final EIR and making the required findings
(Pub. Res. Code §21081; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15092, 15091). The comment also states that the
proposed General Plan will “simply contribute to the unplanned, inefficient sprawl…” As discussed in
Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses future
growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish
focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I20-5:
See Master Response #9 for a discussion of the commenter-proposed “Healthy Growth Alternative.”
Additionally, please see the responses prepared for Comments I11-59, I18-4, I18-5, and I23-77.

Response to Comment I20-6:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; no further response
required.

Response to Comment I20-7:
Comment noted. In response to a summary of the comment letter, see responses I20-1 through
I20-6, above. Comments and principles for smart growth and healthy growth alternatives will be
forwarded to the County decision makers for their consideration.

Letter I21. Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger LLP (for the Tulare Council
of Cities)
Response to Comment I21-1:
The commenter’s introductory remarks present the commenter’s general opinion that the General
Plan and RDEIR are legally inadequate are noted. The commenter’s specific comments are
addressed in the following responses.

Response to Comment I21-2:
The commenter criticizes the proposed General Plan 2030 Update and the RDEIR because the
commenter believes that its view of what constitutes “city-centered” growth is not reflected in
these documents. One of the primary purposes of a general plan is to plan for a particular
jurisdiction’s growth. Therefore, it should be no surprise, that the County is anticipating some
level of growth over the next twenty years. Consequently, the County is taking this opportunity to
update its’ existing general plan and to plan for this anticipated growth by accommodate future
development within the areas of the County best suited for growth (i.e., hamlets, community plan
areas, etc.) as opposed to allowing the growth to occur in a haphazard manner.
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General
Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas. Many of the goals and
policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
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The proposed General Plan already contains numerous policies designed to cluster development
and provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, PF-1.2, PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air
Quality Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, and PFS Implementation 4).
While the General Plan does incorporate some existing planning documents, this approach is
consistent with Government Code 65301(a) [“The General Plan may be adopted in any format
deemed appropriate or convenient by the legislative body, including the combing of elements.
The legislative body may adopt all or part of a plan of another public agency in satisfaction of all
or part of the requirements of Section 65302…”]. The General Plan (also provided in the RDEIR)
provides a number of figures to demonstrate the boundaries for most growth within the County
(see Figure 4-1 which shows the UDBs, UABs, and Hamlet Boundaries; see also Figure 2.2-1,
Figure 2.3-1, and Figure 2.4-1). See Master Response #5 for greater details. While the General
Plan contains a number of more specific planning documents, this is appropriate given the
expansive nature of the County, which covers approximately 4,840 square miles and 3 distinct
geographical areas.
Please see Response to Comments A8-7 and I21-59 for discussion of planned community areas,
corridors, and new towns.

Response to Comment I21-3:
The commenter provides a general opinion or criticism on the General Plan Update (i.e. on policies,
implementation measures, etc.) and reiterates the general theme from its introductory comments that
the General Plan 2030 update fails to achieve “city centered growth” as the commenter understands
that concept. The comment indicates that the RDEIR does not propose mitigation measures or policies
to reduce growth related impacts but does not provide suggestions for additional mitigation or ways to
improve the plan or the RDEIR. No further response provided.
The County has comprehensively analyzed and addressed the environmental challenges
associated with long-term planning for population growth, and has developed detailed policies
and implementation measures intended to reduce environmental effects to less than significant
levels where feasible. The seemingly large number of “significant, unavoidable, and adverse”
environmental impacts is a function of (i) the County’s conservative approach in characterizing
the significance of impacts (i.e., calling effects significant in close situations); (ii) the long-term
time horizon of the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR; (iii) the size of the County’s
jurisdictional boundaries (4,840 square miles) and development of a realistic long-range planning
scenario, given projected population growth; (iv) the specificity used in the RDEIR in
formulating categories of environmental impacts; (v) the magnitude of development pressures in
the region, regardless of the actions of the County; and (vi) the nature of the existing
environmental conditions within the region. Please also see Response to Comment I21-2.
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Response to Comment I21-4:
The commenter asserts that General Plan 2030 Update fails to meet a “key objective,” i.e., to
enhance planning coordination and cooperation with entities with land management
responsibilities in and adjacent to the County.
This comment appears to refer to one of six project objectives (RDEIR, p. 2-5). These six project
objectives are also the guiding principles of the General Plan 2030 Update. Response to
Comment A10-1 is relevant to this response, and the commenter is also directed to the Planning
Framework Element of the General Plan 2030 Update (specifically pages 2-49 through 2-66),
which describes the various goals and policies that have been designed to foster a cooperative
planning environment between the County and each city with respect to development within the
fringe areas of the cities. A summary of the key policies that have been developed to foster “citycentered growth” are also described on pages 2-9 and 2-10 of the RDEIR, with the summary table
provided below:
TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF POLICIES (SECTION 2.4 – CITIES) FROM PLANNING FRAMEWORK ELEMENT
PF-4.1

CACUABs for Cities

PF-4.15

Urban Improvement Areas for Cities

PF-4.2

CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning Area

PF-4.16

Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties

PF-4.3

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs

PF-4.17

Cooperation with Individual Cities

PF-4.4

Planning in CACUDBs

PF-4.18

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUDB

PF-4.5

Spheres of Influence

PF-4.19

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB

PF-4.6

Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries

PF-4.20

Application of a Checklist to control
Development in a CACUDB

PF-4.7

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

PF-4.21

Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control
Development in a CACUAB

PF-4.8

General Plan Designations Within City UDBs

PF-4.22

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB

PF-4.9

Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs

PF-4.23

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB

PF-4.10

City Design Standards

PF-4.24

Annexations to a City within the CACUDB

PF-4.11

Transition to Agricultural Use

PF-4.25

Sphere of Influence Criteria

PF-4.12

Compatible Project Design

PF-4.26

City 50 Year Growth Boundaries

PF-4.13

Coordination with Cities on Development
Proposals

PF-4.27

Impacts of Development within the County on
City Facilities

PF-4.14

Revenue Sharing

The additional set of city-focused policies provided in the Planning Framework Element is
representative of the County sincere desire to work cooperatively with the various cities within
the County and is reflective of the coordination activities that have occurred over the past two
years.
The commenter also criticizes policy language stating that the County “may” work with Cities
when approving development within the Cities’ planning boundaries. Please see Master Response
3 for discussion of enforceable policy language.
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Response to Comment I21-5:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the definition of city centered growth and the intent of the general
plan is noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further
response provided.

Response to Comment I21-6:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the adequacy of the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR is
noted. The commenter’s criticism regarding the Land Use Element of the General Plan 2030
Update is noted. The updated Land Use Element is consistent with State planning law. The
Government code requires standards of population density and building intensity which were
provided in the General Plan, Part I, starting on page 4-3. Please also see Response to Comment
A8-7 and I21-2 for discussion of land use designations and the appropriate form for a General
Plan. The commenter is also referred to Figure 4-1 “Tulare County Planning Areas” found on
page 4-5 of the Land Use Element (Goals and Policies Report). Figure 4-1 identifies the County’s
regional planning framework and includes land use designations and boundaries. The commenter
is further directed to Tables 4.1 “Land Use Designations’ and 4.2 “Countywide Land Use
Designation Matrix” which describe the various land use designations and their proposed
locations within the various planning boundaries of the County. This information is also provided
in Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the RDEIR.
The commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 and to Master Response #5, which
discusses the appropriate level of detail for a general plan and the various polices and land use
diagrams that comprise the plan.

Response to Comment I21-7:
The commenter asserts that the Project Description in the RDEIR is inadequate because the
commenter believes that the types and intensity of land uses within proposed planning areas are
not described. The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Comment I21-2 and A8-7
and A8-10. Contrary to the comment the RDEIR addresses impact of buildout of the General Plan
and does not “rely upon a different project description” and includes a complete copy of the
proposed General Plan in Appendix C (see RDEIR Project Description page 2-24 and Master
Response #5).

Response to Comment I21-8:
The commenter provides a general opinion that the RDEIR impact analysis is inadequate with
respect to various resource areas. Please see Master Response #4. This comment is noted.
Specific comments in this letter with specific points are addressed individually.

Response to Comment I21-9:
The commenter’s assertion that the proposed project represents an unlawful exercise of the
County’ police power because it does not take into consideration the welfare of the region, and

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-439

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

that the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR must both be revised and recirculated is noted.
The commenter does not identify specific deficiencies that can be addressed.

Response to Comment I21-10:
The commenter described the commenter’s perspective on general plans, and asserts that the
General Plan 2030 Update fails to provide clear guidance regarding future development. The
commenter also reiterates the commenter’s view that the General Plan 2030 Update would fail to
achieve city-centered growth as envisioned by the commenter. The General Plan was drafted to
comply with the content requirements of Government Code Section 65302 and the form of the
General Plan is consistent with Government Code 65301(a). Please see the response prepared for
Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5 for additional discussion of land use and buildout
assumptions. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I21-11:
The commenter asserts that the land use element is inadequate as a blueprint for growth because
the commenter finds it confusing and convoluted, and believes that required land use
designations, population densities and building intensities are missing. The Land Use Element
complies with the requirements of the Planning and Zoning Code (Gov. Code §§65000 et seq.).
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I21-2, I21-6 and Comment A87. Please also see Master Response #5 for a discussion of land use designations, the Land Use
Diagram, and Project Build out, including a discussion of how much growth will occur and
where. The comment is also directed to General Plan, Part I, pages 1-2 through 1-16 which
describes the relationship and format of the General Plan. Please also see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I21-12:
This comment reiterates the commenter’s belief that the General Plan 2030 Update is too
confusing, and would thus be inadequate. As indicated on pages 1-1 and 1-2 of the Goals and
Policies Report, the County has some flexibility in how it develops and organizes the General
Plan 2030 Update. While the commenter’s opinion regarding the structure of the document is
noted, a City or County may adopt a General Plan in any format deemed appropriate or
convenient by the Legislative Body that best fits its unique circumstances. Furthermore, the
General Plan may be adopted for all or part of the territory of the County, and may be adopted as
a single document or as a group of documents relating to subjects or geographic segments of the
planning area (Government Code §65301). In doing so, the jurisdiction must ensure that the
General Plan and its component parts comprise an integrated, internally consistent, and
compatible statement of development policies (Government Code §65300.5).
The updated Land Use Element is consistent with State planning law. The commenter is further
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I21-6 and Comment A8-7. Please also see
Master Response #5 for a discussion of land use designations, the Land Use Diagram, and Project
Build out, including a discussion of how much growth will occur and where. Please note that the
General Plan 2030 Update includes a Corridor Framework Plan which was proposed for adoption
as part of this General Plan 2030 Update; the Corridor Framework Plan establishes policies to
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guide the potential adoption and location of Corridor Plans within the County. Please see Master
Response #1.
The General Plan 2030 Update anticipates adopting additional plans, including Sub-Area Plans,
County Adopted City General Plans, and Community Plans, Mountain Service Center Plans,
Hamlet Plans, and Corridor Plans. Here, the various plans in Part III of the General Plan 2030
Update, provide more tailored policies to specified portions of the County, as would the
additional plans when adopted. As discussed in Response to Comment I21-2, the number of plans
incorporated into the General Plan is not surprising, given that the General Plan addresses 4,840
square miles, and is consistent with Government Code Section 65301(a).
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of corridor plans.

Response to Comment I21-13:
The commenter is directed to the response prepared for Comment I21-2 and I21-6. Please see
Master Response #1 and #5.

Response to Comment I21-14:
The commenter expresses concern that the General Plan 2030 Update anticipates future adoption
of some Sub-Area Plans, County Adopted City General Plans, Community Plans, Hamlet Plans,
and Corridor Plans, and that the mixed use designation would be applied until these plans are
adopted, potentially allowing commercial, industrial and mixed uses along transportation routes
throughout the County. Please see the Response to Comment I21-12 and Master Response #3.
Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of corridor plans. Please see Response
to Comment I21-12, Master Response #3 and #5.

Response to Comment I21-15:
The commenter expresses concern that the contents of the General Plan 2030 Update are difficult
to ascertain. However, unlike the sheaf of uncoordinated documents stuffed in an unlabelled
carton criticized by the court in Camp v. Mendocino County Board of Supervisors (1981) 123
Cal.App.3d 334, 349, fn 8, the General Plan 2030 Update consists of clearly identified documents
that, as the commenter acknowledges, can be found on the County’s website. A link to these
documents can be accessed at http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us. The General Plan 2030 Update is
available for free online and at the library. Also, a CD is available for $10 or a printed hard copy
can be purchased for $800 at RMA. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for
Comment I21-2, I21-6, and I21-17.

Response to Comment I21-16:
The commenter expresses concern that building intensities land use designations within some
plan areas are inadequately identified; the commenter cites the Pixley Community Plan and the
Foothill Growth Management Plan as examples. The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comment I21-6. Land designated with an agricultural zoning holds density and
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reserves it for future development as a holding zone. A General Plan Amendment is require to
change this land use designation and zoning to an urban land use and zoning district. In addition,
a variety of other factors (including the capacity of the land) could restrict the land use change.
Land Use designations associated with the General Plan 2030 Update are clearly identified on
pages 407 through 4-14 (see Tables 4-1 and 4-2) of the Goals and Policies Report. Please also see
responses to Comments A8-7 and I14-4 for additional discussion. Please also see Response to
Comments I21-13 and I21-15.

Response to Comment I21-17:
Please see Response to Comment I21-15. The commenter is also directed to the responses
prepared for Comment I21-6, I21-15, and A8-7.

Response to Comment I21-18:
The commenter indicates that the “mixed use” designation is inadequate to comply with the
Government Code requirements. The comment is directed to Master Response #3 and #4 which
describes implementation of the General Plan and enforceability of the general plan policies.
Master Response #4 provides additional detail regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
Furthermore, population densities and building intensities are provided in Table 4.1 of Part I of
the General Plan for the mixed use designations associated with the proposed project. The mixed
use designation has not changed and is defined as follows in the Goals and Policies Report:
Mixed Use Land Use Designations
Mixed Use (MU)
This designation establishes areas appropriate for the planned integration of some combination of
retail; office; single and multi-family residential; hotel; recreation; limited industrial; public
facilities or other compatible use. Mixed Use areas allow for higher density and intensity
development, redevelopment, or a broad spectrum of compatible land uses ranging from a single
use on one parcel to a cluster of uses. These areas are intended to provide flexibility in design and
use for contiguous parcels having multiple owners, to protect and enhance the character of the
area. The consideration of development proposals in Mixed Use areas should focus on
compatibility between land uses, and the development potential of a given area compared to the
existing and proposed mix of land uses and their development impacts. Density bonuses for
residential units of 25 % to 35% may be granted, according to the Density Bonus Ordinance or
State law, to Mixed Use areas to encourage the development of affordable housing units, compact
development in the implementation of development strategies that support the use of mass transit,
reduction of air impacts, and implementation of measures that contribute to the reduction of
global warming. Specific plans may be required to assist in the consideration of Mixed Use
development proposals. This designation is found within UDBs, HDBs, PCAs, and MSCs and
pursuant to regional growth corridor plans and policies.
Maximum Density: 1-30.0 Dwelling Units/Acre
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Maximum Intensity: 0.5 FAR
The commenter also suggests that the County is “essentially establishing a free-for-all for land
owners in communities of Alpaugh…” The commenter is reminded that the General Plan 2030
Update land use designations do not stand alone from a planning perspective; there are numerous
proposed policies in the General Plan 2030 Update to control growth, policy guidance provided in
other planning documents already in place, as well as the zoning ordinance. The commenter is
also directed to the response prepared for Comment I11-37, and I21-6.

Response to Comment I21-19:
The commenter expresses concern that allowing commercial, industrial and mixed use
development along transportation routes prior to adoption of Corridor Plans fails to provide
necessary guidance as to the location, type and intensity of mixed use development that would be
allowed, and that building intensities along transportation routes cannot be determined. As noted
in Master Response #5, building densities are not proposed to be changed and there are no
changes to the County’s zoning ordinance. Furthermore, no corridors are being proposed and no
corridor areas have been designated. A separate General Plan Amendment would be required to
establish a corridor area. Current land use and zoning designations still apply. The commenter is
directed to the responses prepared for Comment I21-6, I21-11, A8-7, and Master Response #5.

Response to Comment I21-20:
This comment reiterates and summarizes the commenter’s concerns regarding land use
designations. The commenter is generally directed to the preceding responses, and the responses
prepared for Comments I21-2, and I21-6 through I21-19.

Response to Comment I21-21:
This comment introduces and summarizes the commenter’s concern that the Circulation Element
does not comply with State planning and zoning law because the commenter believes the
Circulation Element does not identify the location of proposed major thoroughfares and is not
correlated with the Land Use Element.
The Circulation Element is adequate in both respects. Government Code §65302(b)(1) states: “A
circulation element consisting of the general location and extent of existing and proposed major
thoroughfares, transportation routes, terminals, any military airports and ports, and other local
public utilities and facilities, all correlated with the land use element of the plan.” The comment is
also directed to Government Code Section 65301(c) which further states that “the degree of
specificity and the level of detail of the discussion of each element shall reflect local conditions
and circumstances…”
The locations of proposed major thoroughfares are generally known today based upon the
functional classifications for Tulare County. The General Plan provides information on the
current and proposed circulation system in Figure 13-1 and 13-2 of the General Plan, including
the proposed State Highway 65 alignment, proposed regional bicycle transportation paths. No
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new major thoroughfares are being proposed as part of the General Plan 2030 Update. Contrary to
the comment, not every minor roadway improvement needs to be called out in the General Plan.
The language in Government Code Section 65302 only requires information on the “general
location…[of] proposed major thoroughfares...” The comment is also directed to Government
Code Section 65301(c) which further states that “the degree of specificity and the level of detail
of the discussion of each element shall reflect local conditions and circumstances…” As
discussed in Master Response #4, it is not possible to provide a list of every small roadway
improvement within a County which spans 4,840 square miles. While the General Plan 2030
Update does not speculate on the location of individual roadways associated with individual
development projects that may be proposed over the life span of the plan, the General Plan 2003
Update includes all known major thoroughfares and improvements at this time.
The Land Use Element is appropriately constrained by and consistent with transportation
improvements; commercial uses are located near major interchanges and areas with appropriate
traffic capacities. The Circulation Element graphics provide a clear picture of the major
roadways.
The Land Use Element and Circulation Element are consistent. Policy LU-1.10 requires access to
public roadways for all new development. Policy LU-1.8 encourages and provides incentives for
infill development to occur in communities and hamlets within or adjacent to existing
development in order to maximize the use of land within existing urban areas and minimize
environmental concerns associated with new development. Policy LU-1.9 also requires specific
plans or equivalent plans for residential, commercial, or mixed use projects to identify specific
infrastructure requirements. Policy TC-1.1 requires the County to establish and maintain a public
road network comprised of the major facilities illustrated on the Tulare County Road Systems to
accommodate projected growth in traffic volume. Policy TC-1.14 requires new development to
fund, through impact fees, tonnage fees, and/or other mechanism, the construction and
maintenance of roadway facilities impacted by individual projects. Policy TC-1.15 requires
preparation of a traffic impact analysis for land development projects that may generate increased
traffic on County roads. Typically, applicants of projects generating over 100 peak hour trips per
day or where LOS “D” or worse occurs, will be required to prepare and submit this study. The
traffic impact study will include impacts from all vehicles, including truck traffic.
Please also see the response prepared for Comment A7-6, and Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I21-22:
The commenter indicates that the Circulation Element does not describe proposed major
thoroughfares, or planned roadway improvements. Please see Response to Comment I21-22. The
commenter is also referred to the responses prepared for Comment I21-21 and I11-64. Please also
see Master Response #5.
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Response to Comment I21-23:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-21 and I21-22. The
comment also faults the RDEIR for not knowing “where specifically growth will occur…” Please
see Master Response #3, #4, and #5 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for a General
Plan and RDEIR. As discussed therein, this is a programmatic document and EIR. While the
County can control and focus the general location of growth and development as discussed in
Response to Comment I21-2, it is not possible to provide site specific information in a document
that address 4,840 square miles and which is dependent upon the numerous external factors, such
as population growth (i.e. birth rates, death rates, and immigration rates), and the intent of
individual property owners and developers (please see Response to Comment I19-62 and Master
Response #5).
Furthermore, contrary to the comment, simply because some intersections may operate at or
below a Level of Service D, does not make the General Plan internally inconsistent. General Plan
Policy TC-1.16 states that “the County shall strive to development and manage its roadway
system (both segments and intersections to meet a LOS of ‘D’ or better in accordance with the
LOS definitions established by the Highway Capacity Manual.” However, an internal
inconsistency does not exist simply because this Level of Service (LOS) cannot always be
obtained. If this were the case, then every General Plan the County could propose would be
considered internally inconsistent because there are several existing roadways currently operating
below LOS D, as shown in RDEIR Table 3.2-2. While the General Plan also acknowledges that
some intersections will also operate below LOS D at buildout, this does not make the General
Plan internally inconsistent. While the County can focus development, it cannot control total
population growth which is largely based upon external factors (birth rates, death rates, and
immigration rates).
The policy as written also recognizes that there may be certain instances where it is not always
possible or appropriate to achieve this vehicular LOS of D or better. For example, in order to
achieve a LOS of D or better could require the removal of surrounding development to widen a
roadway, or the removal of sidewalks or bicycle paths or removal of historical features or natural
physical barriers. This type of automotive development fosters personal vehicle use, results in
potential impacts other modes of transit (bicyclists and pedestrians), and can result in other
environmental impacts from the removal of right of way constraints (such as surrounding
buildings and businesses). The Policy as written gives the County discretion to determine when
achievement of LOS D is appropriate, and does not mean that there is an internal inconsistency in
the General Plan.

Response to Comment I21-24:
The County understands the State Planning and Zoning law requirements for development of a
general plan and the General Plan 2030 Update has been developed to ensure consistency with
these regulations. The commenter is directed to Chapter 1 of the Goals and Policies Report which
highlights the plans relationship, structure and organization consistent with the requirements for
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State Planning law. Please see Response to Comments I21-21, I21-22, and I21-23. The comment
doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy within the RDEIR. No further response required.

Response to Comment I21-25:
The commenter expresses its opinion that the General Plan 2030 Update would not result in citycentered growth as the commenter understands the concept. The commenter is referred to the
response prepared for Comment I21-2, I21-3, and I21-24 which discuss the steps taken to focus
growth within and adjacent to existing community areas. Additional discussions of policies that
promote focused growth are also provided in the response prepared for Comment A10-1.

Response to Comment I21-26:
The commenter expresses its opinion that the Rural Valley Lands Plan (“RVLP”) represents an
internal inconsistency within the General Plan 2030 Update because the commenter believes that
the RVLP does not preserve agricultural land. The commenter is referred to the response prepared
for Comment I21-24. The General Plan (not simply limited to the RVLP) contains policies used to
accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR and limits
impacts to agricultural resources. The proposed General Plan also contains numerous policies
designed to cluster development and provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, PF1.2. PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7
and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air Quality Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4.
Please also note that the majority of important farmland conversion involves downgrading
classified land, such as occurs when livestock facilities are expanded (RDEIR, p. 3.10-6). .
Conversion to urban uses has been more limited, fluctuating from 7 to 14 % of all conversions.
(RDEIR, p. 3.10-6). The Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection
supports the County’s efforts in protecting agricultural lands, including the adoption of General
Plan 2030 Update Policy AG-1.6 (see Comment Letter A5). The preservation of agricultural
lands is an internally consistent goal (see Master Response #3).
The comment also suggests that the language of Goal AG-1 (and Policy AG-1.8) is internally
inconsistent with language from the RVLP (General Plan, Part II, page 1-2). As discussed in
Master Response #3, the County must balance a number of competing interests in drafting and
implementing the General Plan (see General Plan, Part I, page 1-2). While the General Plan
changes procedural requirements (i.e. General Plan amendment not required), this does not mean
that there is an internal inconsistency. As discussed throughout the plan there may be instances
where it is appropriate to allow conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. For
example, the RVLP, discuss where it may be appropriate to allow conversion, for example, this
includes where the site is abutted on four side with non-agricultural uses, (General Plan, Part II,
page 1-10), or where agricultural uses would be economically infeasible (General Plan, Part II,
page 1-8); (see factors starting on General Plan, Part II, page 1-7 for greater detail). The plan is
not internally inconsistent, but simply recognizes the need to allow exceptions for the
peculiarities of site specific development. Also, please see Master Response #1 and #5.
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Response to Comment I21-27:
The commenter describes its view of how agricultural lands may be converted to urban or
suburban uses under the RVLP. The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for
Comments I21-24 and I21-26. Please also see responses to Comments I12-2 through I12-6 for
additional discussion of agricultural preservation.
The comment also suggests a plan that “prohibits or strictly limit[s] non-agricultural uses.” An
outright ban is considered infeasible as it provides insufficient flexibility, as discussed under
Master Response #3. Furthermore, the factors provided in the RVLP are appropriate for
determining whether it is appropriate to allow non-agricultural uses within the RVLP area.

Response to Comment I21-28:
The commenter asserts that Figure 4-1 demonstrates that Visalia, Tulare and Farmersville would
become a large, urban area and indicates that this would be inconsistent with the General Plan’s
Guiding Principles which the commenter believes require “maintaining rural separation” between
urbanized areas. The commenter appears to refer to the General Plan 2030 Update, Section B
(Prosperity Concepts), Concept 1 (Agriculture) Principle 2: “Maintain rural landscape separators
between Tulare County’s towns and cities.” The commenter is referred to the response prepared
for Comment I21-24. The commenter is directed to the purpose of the figure which is to focus on
the identification of UAB, UDB, and city limit boundaries. The following policy from the Scenic
Landscapes Element of the General Plan 2030 Update provides guidance on urban separators
between cities and communities.


SL-3.2 Urban Expansion–Edges. The County shall design and plan the edges and
interface of communities with working and natural landscapes to protect their scenic
qualities by:
o

Maintaining urban separators between cities and communities,

o

Encouraging cities to master plan mixed-density neighborhoods at their edges,
locating compatible lower density uses adjacent to working and natural landscapes,
and

o

Protecting important natural, cultural, and scenic resources located within areas that
may be urbanized in the future [New Policy].

Response to Comment I21-29:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-24. The comment suggests
that an internal consistency exists if zoning can be changed without a change in the General Plan
2030 Update Land Use Designation. If this were the case, then there would be no distinction
between the General Plan Land Use Designations and Zoning. Contrary to the comment however,
the Government Code treats these two planning tools differently. Zoning can change and still be
within the bounds of the land use designations within the general plan. There can be numerous
ways to ultimately implement a general plan and its land use designations all of which are
consistent. The commenter is also directed to the response prepared for Comment I21-26 and the
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policy analysis provided for the Rural Valley Lands Plan (Part II-Chapter 1, page 1-1 of the Goals
and Policies Report).

Response to Comment I21-30:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-24 and I21-26. The policies
of the RVLP and the overall General Plan 2030 Update have been developed in a complimentary
fashion, with the RVLP policies providing the first tier level of policy guidance within the RVLP
boundary. Please see the response prepared for Comment A8-8 for additional discussion.

Response to Comment I21-31:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comment I21-26 and I21-30.

Response to Comment I21-32:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comment I21-26 and I21-30.
Additionally, the fact that a parcel of 5 acres or less is considered less than the minimum parcel
size required by the Williamson Act does not preclude the County to award points under the
Rural Valley Land Plan to recognize that parcel as viable agricultural land as per California
Government Code 51245.

Response to Comment I21-33:
The commenter’s opinion regarding the general plan is noted. The commenter is referred to the
responses prepared for Comment I21-24 through I21-32.

Response to Comment I21-34:
The commenter believes that the proposed policies would allow “unfettered growth” and
indicates that the RDEIR determined that the proposed General Plan 2030 Update would result in
22 significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. Please see Response to Comment I21-2
for discussion of focused growth in the General Plan.
Pursuant to California Planning and Zoning Law (Gov. Code Section 65000, et seq.), the General
Plan 2030 Update will guide land use (through zoning, subdivision, grading, and other
ordinances) and capital improvement decisions. The RDEIR has also sufficiently analyzed
impacts of the proposed project and mitigated those impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA for a Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The RDEIR is
intended to analyze impacts of the proposed General Plan and identifies measures to minimize
any significant impacts (State Guidelines Section 15121[a]). Although the General Plan is
intended to be a self-mitigating document, many of the impacts remain significant and
unavoidable despite the implementation of mitigating policies and implementation measures
found in the existing General Plan and those modified to minimize significant impacts indentified
in the environmental analysis.
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EIRs are required to identify potentially significant issues, and then recommend and adopt
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to less than significant or acceptable levels. However,
the CEQA Guidelines do not limit or provide guidance on the specific number of “significant and
unavoidable” impacts that an EIR should identify. Typically, general plans guide development for
many years, and are broad in scope and scale in terms of land coverage, population, and impacts
to resources and services. It is often likely that impacts to resources and public services are
considered significant and unavoidable at this stage due to individual project specific details that
are currently unknown at this time and will likely become available as specific projects are
brought forward for their own consideration. Future individual projects subsequent to the draft
General Plan may be required to undergo additional environmental review that will determine
site-specific impacts and accompanying mitigation measures pursuant to policies of the General
Plan and other local, State, and federal regulatory requirements. The commenter is also directed
to Master Response #4, which provides additional information regarding the programmatic nature
of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to
mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update.
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas (existing
unincorporated communities and cities). One of the main objectives of the RDEIR is to “strictly
limit rural residential development in important agricultural areas outside of unincorporated
communities’ and cities’ UABs and UDBs (i.e. avoid residential sprawl)” (see RDEIR page 2-5).
The UDBs and UABs surround these existing communities as demonstrated in RDEIR Figure 22. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are also discussed in the
Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Please also note that the RDEIR also provides a CityCentered Alternative (Alternative 2) in Section 4. Please also see the response prepared for
Comment I21-4.

Response to Comment I21-35:
The comment suggests that buildout of the General Plan 2030 Update is inconsistent with the Air
and Water Quality goals. As discussed under Response to Comment I21-23, while the County can
focus development using the General Plan 2030 Update and other regulations, it has limited
control over future growth which is based partly on external factors. It is not inconsistent to
attempt to “minimize” by the commenter air quality impacts associated with this growth. See
Master Response #4 for a description of the level of detail considered appropriate for the General
Plan 2030 Update/ programmatic nature of the RDEIR and Master Response #10 for additional
detail regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I21-36:
Please see Response to Comment I21-23 which addresses comments on alleged inconsistencies in
the General Plan.
Analysis in the RDEIR appropriately analyzes and discloses that projected increases in vehicular
traffic represent a significant adverse impact. The proposed project addresses traffic effects
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through a combination of policies and physical improvements. Mitigating Policies and
Implementation Measures are identified on page 3.2-31, and include Transportation and
Circulation (TC) policies and Land Use (LU) policies. However, as discussed in the RDEIR,
deterioration in the traffic LOS is mostly due to growth within the cities, and is not directly
controlled by the proposed General Plan. The physical improvements would require cooperation
and funding from a variety of entities, other than the County, and thus cannot be guaranteed. The
commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-34.

Response to Comment I21-37:
As discussed in Master Response #4 this is a program level EIR and the level of detail provided
in the project description is appropriate. Please also see Master Response #5 and Response to
Comment A8-7 which discuss buildout of the General Plan.

Response to Comment I21-38:
This comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow regarding the adequacy of the
project description. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I14-4 and to
Master Response #5, which provides additional detail regarding the land use designations and Land
Use Diagram that describe the project. Chapter 2 “Project Description” of the RDEIR represents a
good-faith effort by the County to provide a general description of the anticipated distribution of
land uses and population between the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County. The
project description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and
review of the environmental impact” (CEQA Guideline §15124). The project description satisfies
that standard. Please also see Master Response #4 which discusses the level of detail required for
the General Plan and the RDEIR. As noted therein, “the degree of specificity and the level of
detail of the discussion of each element shall reflect local conditions and circumstances”
(Government Code §65301(c)). Tulare County covers approximately 4,840 square miles. The
level of detail provided in the General Plan and the RDEIR is appropriate. Furthermore, the
contents of the General Plan were provided in Appendix C to the RDEIR.
The commenter’s specific comments on the project description are addressed in separate
responses.

Response to Comment I21-39:
The commenter asserts that the Project Description provides no information about how growth
would occur under the General Plan, however the comment also acknowledges that analysis in
the RDEIR determined that approximately 75% of new population growth is expected to occur
within the UDB’s of incorporated cities, and 25% in unincorporated areas outside of UDBs. The
comment also indicates that the RDEIR does not explain the basis for these assumptions.
As discussed in Response to Comment A8-10, the County made reasonable assumptions about
projected growth based upon the whole the General Plan as proposed. The County is entitled to
make such reasonable assumptions (see City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School
District (2010) 176 Cal.App.4th 889; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento
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(2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018 [“A public agency can make reasonable assumptions based on
substantial evidence about future conditions without guaranteeing that those assumptions will
remain true (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (e); City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego
(1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 412, 183 Cal.Rptr. 898.”]).
The comment also suggests that the Alternatives “are still conceptual in nature”…”yet it does not
propose specific land use designations.” Please see Response to Comment I19-111 which
addresses this issue.
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-38 and to Master
Responses #4 and #5.

Response to Comment I21-40:
The commenter asserts that the RDEIR Project Description does not project population growth
for each incorporated city within the Cities UDBs. The commenter is referred to the response
prepared for Comments A8-10, and I21-38, and to Master Response #4 and #5 for discussions of
where growth would occur within the County.

Response to Comment I21-41:
The commenter generally asserts that the RDEIR provides inadequate detail to evaluate whether
the General Plan 2030 Update would achieve or promote consistency with other land use
agencies, including cities. Please see Master Response #4. Numerous policies in the proposed
General Plan 2030 Update would be effective to promote and achieve coordination with cities.
Please see Response to Comment I21-4 and PF 2.4.

Response to Comment I21-42:
The commenter asserts that the RDEIR project description is deficient because it does not include
more detailed plans for some areas. As the commenter observes in this Comment, and in
Comment I21-14, the General Plan 2030 Update applies a mixed use designations in areas where
more detailed area plans will be adopted in the future; land use designations are made for all areas
of the County. The RDEIR sufficiently analyzed impacts of the proposed project and mitigated
those impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the requirements of CEQA for a Program EIR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). As discussed in Master Response #4 this is a program level
EIR and the level of detail provided in the project description is appropriate. While population
growth and the associated development under the horizon year (2030) of the General Plan is
reasonably foreseeable, development on any particular parcel is largely speculative (see Rio Vista
Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351). However, the RDEIR
Table 2-11 (RDEIR page 2-25) provides population growth and distribution assumptions and the
location of these areas can be viewed in RDEIR Figure 2-2. The commenter is also referred to the
Master Response #3 for discussion of General Plan implementation, and responses prepared for
Comments I21-18, I21-24, I21-34, I21-38, and comment A8-10 for additional discussion
regarding population growth and distribution.
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Response to Comment I21-43:
The commenter is referred to the Master Response #4 and #5, and responses prepared for
Comment A8-10 and Comment I21-24 and Comment I21-34.

Response to Comment I21-44:
The commenter indicates that analysis in the RDEIR should evaluate potential impacts associated
with full buildout. The comment is referred to Master Response #5. As discussed therein, CEQA
requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d). As
a corollary to this rule, CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are too remote or
speculative. It is appropriate to discuss reasonably foreseeable growth at the horizon year of the
proposed project; impacts beyond this time frame are highly speculative. As discussed in In re
Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43
Cal.4th 1143, 1173, over a 30-year period, it is “impracticable to foresee with certainty specific
source of water and their impacts…” Similarly, for the proposed project, maximum theoretical
buildout would not occur, if ever, until the year 2123 (see Master Response #5). It is not possible
to determine how development will occur beyond the project’s horizon year in the year 2123. The
approach taken in the RDEIR is consistent with OPR’s 2003 General Plan Guidelines, which
states that most jurisdictions select a 15 to 20 year planning horizon. This approach is also
consistent with recent CEQA case law (see Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007)
157 Cal.App.4th 1437 [holding the DEIR did not need to assume second dwelling unit
[theoretical buildout] would be constructed even though allowed by zoning]). See also
Sondermann Ring Partners-Ventura Harbor v. City of San Buena Ventura 2008 WL 1822452
(Unpublished) [“Sondermann asserts the EIR does not comply with CEQA because it does not
analyze impacts of full build-out under the updated general plan...The updated general plan
analyzes growth potential over the 20-year life of the plan. “[A]n EIR is not required to engage in
speculation in order to analyze a ‘worst case scenario’”].

Response to Comment I21-45:
Please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the General
Plan, and Master Response #5 which provides additional details on buildout of the General Plan.
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comment A8-7, and Comments I21-24
and Comment I21-34.

Response to Comment I21-46:
The commenter identifies the project description section of several other General Plan EIRs;
which the commenter has attached as exhibits to this comment letter. Please see Response to
Comment I21-42, and Master Response #4. This comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response required.

Response to Comment I21-47:
The commenter is also referred to the responses prepared for Comment A8-7, A8-10 and
Comments I21-24 and Comment I21-34, and Master Response #4.
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Response to Comment I21-48:
This comment introduces the commenter’s concern that the RDEIR project description and
impact analyses are inadequate because the commenter believes that the project description shifts
throughout the document.
The project description provided in Chapter 2 of the RDEIR is stable and consistent with the
objectives of the General Plan 2030 Update. Analysis in the RDEIR uses appropriate analytic
tools, methodology for analyses for each resource area
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-24, I21-34, I21-44, and
Master Response #4 and #5.
The TCAG travel demand model is a tool used to determine air quality conformity with regards to
federal and state regulations. The TCAG travel demand model is also used to evaluate traffic
impacts. This model is calibrated based on existing traffic conditions developed from information
contained in the 2010 Background Report (Chapter 5.0, “Transportation and Circulation” of
Appendix B of the RDEIR). The model was used to determine the projected impacts of the
proposed circulation network. As discussed in the RDEIR, the model uses information related to
the number of households and number of employees per traffic analysis zone (RDEIR, p. 3.2-21).
Consequently, residential and non-residential uses are considered when the trip origins and
destinations are distributed and assigned among the traffic analysis zones. Those employees and
household either produce or attract vehicles, and this information is loaded on the model network.
Mixed use designations, such as shopping centers, were taken into account by the TCAG model
using Land Use Code 820. Because internal capture rates are considered in Land Use Code 720,
internal capture rates are not applicable and additional trip reductions beyond the outputs in the
model were not considered for this use. The employment numbers are determined by meeting
with each of the cities and the county to forecast where growth will occur, the density of growth
and where the household will be located. Thus, the commenter’s members contributed and
participated in developing this data. This data is also consistent with the TCAG projections used
as part of buildout described in the project description of the RDEIR (page 2-24), and described
in greater detail in Master Response #5. This model does not result in a changing project
description but simply an appropriate analytical methodology which is consistent with the project
description.
Tulare County land use designations were developed based upon the latest adopted Zoning
Ordinance giving it direct correlation with the General Plan 2030 Update. Mixed use
developments serve to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and improve public transit operation.
The commenter also indicated that VMT data should be included in the General Plan. VMT data
from TCAG, and emission factors from CARB’s EFAC2007 model, are used as an analytic tool
to evaluate on-road emissions from all motor vehicle classifications. The RDEIR appropriately
summarizes the technical data from these model runs, and includes the data in Appendix D of the
RDEIR. This organization of the RDEIR, summarizing technical data in the primary document or
EIR and placing technical data and analyses in an appendix, is consistent with CEQA Guideline
§15147.
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Regional and local travel demand forecast models are also considered in evaluating emissionrelated impacts such as air quality and climate change. TCAG is responsible to develop an air
quality conformity analysis for each pollutant that is not conforming to air quality regulations.
VMT is one of the attributes that assists TCAG in assessing existing and projected emissions on a
countywide basis.

Response to Comment I21-49:
The commenter believes that the RDEIR’s analysis of potential impacts to public services
demonstrates an inconsistency in the project description; the commenter cites wastewater impacts
as an example. The commenter’s concern actually appears to be a disagreement regarding the
appropriate analytic tools used to evaluate potential impacts related to wastewater. Contrary to the
comment, the impact analysis for wastewater is consistent with the project description. As
discussed on RDEIR, page 2-24, “The remaining new population growth [for unincorporated
County], 25% (78,490) is expected to occur mainly within unincorporated communities…”
Subsequently the RDEIR Public Services, Recreation Resources and Utilities chapter states:
“Table 3.9-8 uses the population growth information from Table 2-8 (see Chapter 2.0) to
provide a general estimate of additional water needed to meet future domestic water
demands for residences in unincorporated area of the County. To provide a conservative
estimate of future water use, a figure of 250 gallons per person per day (for combined
cooking, cleaning, wastewater and landscape purposes) was used. At this rate, a family of
three will need almost one acre-foot of water per household each year. This amount of
water is within the range of water use in Central Valley areas, especially those areas that
do not use metered water” (emphasis added, RDEIR page 3.9-16).
As described above, wastewater demand for unincorporated communities (where the majority of
buildout is likely to occur), was based upon the population figures described in the project
description. However, to ensure a conservative analysis, the RDEIR made a reasonable
assumption based on historic trends that wastewater growth outside of these community areas
would increase by 2% (RDEIR page 3.9-50). Unlike other types of environmental impacts, this
impact required more specific information on the location of wastewater generation to assess
impacts to individual wastewater treatment providers. Furthermore, the County is entitled to make
such reasonable assumptions (see City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District
(2010) 176 Cal.App.4th 889; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006)
142 Cal.App.4th 1018).
Analysis in the RDEIR appropriately considered all aspects of water resources in analyzing this
impact (RDEIR, p. 3.9-1), and the methodology used to assess impacts is consistent with the
project description. The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-24,
Comment I21-34, and Comment I21-39.

Response to Comment I21-50:
The commenter reiterates its concerns regarding the project description as the basis of its concern
for the adequacy of the RDEIR’s analysis of impacts to biological resources.
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The comment is referred to Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail in
a programmatic EIR which addresses nearly 4,840 square miles. The environmental and
regulatory settings described in the RDEIR were developed from information contained in the
Background Report (RDEIR, p. 3.11-1). As discussed in the Background Report, this method of
classifying landscapes by eco-region is a broad-scale method used by the U.S. Forest Service
(USFS), and is related to authoritative vegetation classification reference sources8 (Background
Report, p. 9-9 – 9-10). This approach evaluates the land from a wide range of interrelated
environmental variables, including topography, soils, hydrology, flora, and fauna. The
Background Report discusses the eco-regions, generally, as well as more specific habitat types
found within the ecoregions, including natural as well as agricultural and urban lands
(Background Report, p. 9-9 – 9-23). Sensitive natural communities and habitat areas (including
protected lands), sensitive species (including listed species), recovery plans and critical habitat
are also discussed in the Background Report (Background Report, p. 9-23 – 9-40).
As discussed in the RDEIR, Tulare County is essentially divided into three eco-regions. The
RDEIR lists and describes habitat and land cover types and acreages found within the County
(RDEIR, pages 3.11-1, p. 3.11-6), and depicts distribution within the County in Figure 3.11-1
(RDEIR, page 3.11-7). As shown in RDEIR Figure 3.11-3, each of the three major planning areas
(Rural Valley Lands Plan, Foothill Management Plan and Mountain Framework Plan), which,
together, cover the entire County, include multiple habitat types, including the key habitat types
that would be affected by future growth. Because projected buildout would result in development
in each of the three major planning areas(within UDBs, UABs, HDBs, and MSDs), multiple,
specific habitat types and species within these eco-regions would be affected, depending on a
variety of factors including the precise location and elevation of proposed development (please
see Master Response #5 for additional discussion of projected development). Analysis in the
RDEIR takes into account the information in the Background Report and the project description,
and informs decision makers and the public of the significant environmental effects of the project.
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, this approach does not alter the project description; rather,
this approach relies on appropriate analytic tools to evaluate impacts to biological resources. The
General Plan 2030 Update and the RDEIR address plans and policies covering thousands of
square miles in Tulare County. The RDEIR also appropriately discusses existing Federal and
State Regulations in this chapter, because these will also shape the way projected buildout will
occur within the County. However, the specific location (within individual parcels) where
development will proceed is generally unknown and cannot be practically and feasibly addressed
at this level of planning as discussed in Master Response #5. Within the context of Section 15146
of the CEQA Guidelines, analysis of development of specific individual parcels is neither feasible
nor required. Impacts to biological resources are addressed through mitigating policies and
implementation measures which would apply throughout the County, and the RDEIR also identifies
additional Mitigating Policies and Implementation Measures to minimize significant impacts.

8 Sawyer, John O. and Todd Keeler-Wolf. 1997. A manual of California vegetation. California Native Plant Society.

Website Accessed at: http://davisherb.ucdavis.edu/cnpsActiveServer/index.html on October 8, 2008.
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 2004. Major Land Resources Area System.
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The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-24 and Comment I21-34.

Response to Comment I21-51:
The commenter expresses concern regarding the analysis of impacts to agricultural resources and
water supply; the commenter generally criticizes the estimated amount of land that could be
converted from agricultural to urban uses, but does not offer an alternative analysis, or estimates.
It should also be noted that the proposed project is expected to reduce water use below existing
levels (baseline), as described on RDEIR pages 3.9-11 and 3.9-47. Please also see the response
prepared for Comments I11-37 for additional discussion. Please also note that conversion of
important farmlands to urban uses comprises only a small portion of the overall loss of important
farmlands. As discussed in the RDEIR, a primary impact to County agricultural lands includes the
loss of productive agricultural lands due to conversions of important farmlands, the major cause
of which is the downgrading of important farmlands to other agricultural uses (RDEIR, p. 3.10-13).
The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-24 and Comment I2134. Analysis under Impact 3.10-1 beginning at page 3.10-11 clearly identifies the types of growth
and activities that would affect agricultural resources, and includes tables showing the locations
of impacts to important farmland. As currently understood, the location of where growth is likely
to occur and the potential impacts to agricultural resources is also identified (RDEIR, pp. 3.10-11
through 3.10-16).
The analytical approach used for these impacts is consistent with the project description.

Response to Comment I21-52:
The project description is adequate; please see the response prepared for Comment I21-38, I21-48
through I21-52.

Response to Comment I21-53:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 for a discussion of the appropriate level of
detail in a programmatic EIR. Please also see the responses prepared for Comment I21-24, I2134, and I21-44. Please note that CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 does not set forth requirements
for program EIRs: section 15168(a) describes program EIRs in general; section 15168(b)
describes the advantages that a program EIR may provide; section 15168(c) describes use of
program EIRs with later activities; subsection 15168(c)(5) describes how a program EIR “will be
most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities… .” Subsection 15168(d) how a program EIR
can be used with Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations. Contrary to the commenter’s
assertions, the RDEIR provides an appropriate, programmatic level analysis of impacts of the
General Plan 2030 Update. Also, see CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 for the appropriate degree
of specificity for a program EIR.
The comment also suggests that all of the project’s impacts must be quantified. Contrary to this
comment, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 recognizes that impact do not need to be quantified;
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“A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a
particular environmental impact, non-compliance with which means the effect will normally be
determined to be significant by the agency...” The comment provides no example of an impact
that does not comply with the requirement under CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 that the EIR
should be “prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences.”

Response to Comment I21-54:
The RDEIR organization, presentation and analysis is adequate. The comment is referred to
Response to Comment I21-44 and Master Response #5 for discussion of buildout under the
General Plan. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, it is not necessarily appropriate to review
impacts by plan area. As discussed under Response to Comment I26-24, political borders do not
necessarily represent sensible boundaries for evaluating resources, such as water supply (see
O.W.L. Foundation v. City of Rohnert Park (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 568). Impact analysis
methodology was based upon the needs of the individual resource areas.
Please see Response to Comment I21-18 which addresses comments on “mixed use
development.” Please see the response prepared for Comment A8-7, Comment I21-24 and
Comment I21-34.

Response to Comment I21-55:
Please see Response to Comment I21-44 and Master Response #5.

Response to Comment I21-56:
This comment reiterates the commenter’s theme that specific types of data should be collected,
presented and used to characterize existing conditions. The commenter specifically indicates that
data for existing conditions should include “existing acreage and dwelling units or floor area,”
and also for proposed uses. The comment does not indicate which resource areas the comment
applies to.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states that “the description of the environmental setting shall be
no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project
and its alternatives.” The “Environmental Setting” discussion for each environmental resource
section provides specific information on the types of data used to characterize baseline conditions
and prepare each individual analysis. For each resource area, the description of existing
conditions is related to the nature of the resource affected and the types of impacts that would
potentially occur. The RDEIR includes relevant information from the 2010 Background Report
(including historic and baseline information) and other pertinent sources (RDEIR, pp. ES-7, 1-3).
However, additional more detailed information is also provided in the Background Report which
was incorporated by reference and made available as Appendix B of the RDEIR. “Where all or part of
another document is incorporated by reference, the incorporated language shall be considered to be set
forth in full as part of the text of the EIR or negative declaration” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150).
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The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comment I21-54, Comment I21-24 and
Comment I21-34.

Response to Comment I21-57:
The commenter’s specific comments are addressed in responses to the other individual comments
made in this letter.

Response to Comment I21-58:
The commenter indicates that in addition to the information in the RDEIR regarding the extent
and location of Important Farmlands and Williamson Act lands, the RDEIR should describe and
discuss proposed land use designations for these areas.
Please see Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the impact
analysis, and Master Response #5 for discussion of buildout of the General Plan.
The commenter is directed to RDEIR page 3.10-2 which discusses the environmental setting for
Agricultural Resources, and page 3.10-10 and 3.10-11 which clearly provides the methodology
for analysis of the impact analysis for agricultural resources and provides the information
requested by the commenter. As discussed in the RDEIR, calculations of potentially affected
important farmlands acreage relied on the most currently available Geographic Information
System (GIS) data from the California Department of Conservation and aerial photography
provided by the United States Geologic Survey(USGS) and Environmental Systems Research
Institute(ESRI). With this information, the County’s land use map was superimposed on the
important farmland mapping data and impacts where calculated using GIS software tools. The
important farmland analysis assumed buildout of unincorporated community and hamlet areas, as
indentified on the County’s land use map. As further discussed on RDEIR page 3.10-11 “the
majority of impacts to important farmlands will occur within the future growth areas (i.e.,
CACUDBs, HDBs and CACUABs) of the County (see Figure 3-10.3).” These locations of
communities are clearly shown in the RDEIR Project Description. Furthermore, Table 3.10-9
then also provides total for each of the CACUDBs, hamlets, etc. The analysis did not include the
conversion of any agricultural land associated with a new dairy, livestock operation, new town or
a planned community within the Rural Valley Lands Plan area. At the present time, the County is
not aware of a proposed new town or planned communities within the Rural Valley Lands Plan
area and it would be considered speculative to identify impacts associated with these types of
projects without specific information regarding their possible location, composition, or timing.
Because the conversion of important farmland to non-agricultural uses is considered significant
and unavoidable, and because important farmland generally cannot be replaced, the RDEIR
concludes that the impact will be significant and unavoidable. The RDEIR also provides a
detailed discussion of how individual policies in the Agricultural Element (along with other
elements in the general plan) mitigate those potential impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
Implementation of the General Plan 2030 Update policies would ensure that conversion of
Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses is minimized to the maximum extent possible
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through (1) land use concepts such as city-centered growth and clustered development to provide
for housing opportunities as required under California Planning Law, and (2) programs that
promote the conservation of viable agricultural land. All feasible mitigation has been
incorporated to reduce this impact. There is a similar discussion with respect to Williamson Act
lands and general farmlands, also in RDEIR Section 3.10.

Response to Comment I21-59:
Please see Master Response #5 and Response to Comment I21-44 for discussion of buildout. As
discussed in greater detail in Response to Comment I21-2, the General Plan contains goals and
policies to focus growth which are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
The commenter is referred to the response to Comment I21-58 which provides additional
information regarding the methodology and analysis used to complete the agricultural resources
analysis in the RDEIR. Ranchette parcels are typically 1.5 to 10 acres, primarily for residential
use with small agricultural activities as a secondary use (General Plan 2030 Update, Part I, Goals
and Policies Report, p. 3-3). The proposed General Plan 2030 Update includes new policy AG1.12 requiring the County to discourage the creation of ranchettes in areas designated Valley
Agriculture and Foothill Agriculture. The commenter is also directed to Policy LU-2.4, Policy
LU-3.5, and the Land Use Element (page 4-15) which includes the Valley Agriculture Land Use
Designation as a maximum density of 1 unit per 10 acres.
The Board of Supervisors adopted a planned community zone ordinance in 2007 which provides
regulatory procedures by which large land areas can be planned, zoned, developed, serviced, and
administered as individually integrated communities. The General Plan 2030 Update includes
policies to provide criteria for planned communities in Part I Planning Framework Chapter
Section 5 (New Towns). The planned community area land use designation is included in Part I
Land Use Chapter 4. This designation when applied in the future in site specific development will
provide the means for comprehensive planning for long term community development on large
tracts of land, typically under unified ownership or development control, which requires a
minimum of 200 contiguous acres and allows for master planning where a community plan
typically does not currently exist. Planned communities must be in compliance with Policy PF
5.2-13 which requires that a future Planned Community must be consistent with an associated
area plan. Proposed General Plan 2030 Update Goal PF-5 policies address development of new
towns (planned communities). These policies direct the County to discourage haphazard
development, and to consider how such future planned communities would affect the area as
whole, and other policies and proposals of the General Plan, including preservation of the
agricultural economic base. Policy PF-5-2 includes a criterion that such communities should not
cause any conversion of Prime Farmland, if Farmland of State wide Importance or of lesser
quality is available and suitable for development. Nevertheless, as discussed above, conversion of
Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses is considered a significant, unavoidable impact of
the proposed General Plan 2030 Update.
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, and I21-58.
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Response to Comment I21-60:
Analysis in the RDEIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(e) which requires
comparison of proposed projects with “existing physical conditions.” Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2
provide information about the existing physical conditions.
Comparison with future conditions is addressed in the No Project Alternative; this analysis
addresses what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the existing
General Plan remains in effect (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)). Because the proposed
project is the revision of an existing land use plan, the “no project” alternative is the continuation
of the existing plan (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A)). The No Project Alternative is
evaluated in the RDEIR on pages 4-6 through 4-17.
The commenter is also referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, and I2158 and I21-59.

Response to Comment I21-61:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, and I21-58
through I21-60.

Response to Comment I21-62:
Please see Master Response #5 and Response to Comment I21-44 for discussion of buildout. As
discussed in greater detail in Response to Comment I21-2, the General Plan contains goals and
policies to focus growth which are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Please see
Response to Comment I21-59 for discussion of planned community areas.
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, and I21-58
through I21-60.

Response to Comment I21-63:
The California Legislature passed the Williamson Act in 1965 to preserve agricultural and open
space lands by discouraging premature and unnecessary conversion to urban uses. The Act
creates an arrangement allowing private landowners to contract with counties and cities to
voluntarily restrict their land to agricultural and open space uses. Lands covered under
Williamson Act contracts receive preferential tax treatment, providing an incentive for landowner
participation. As discussed in the 2010 Background Report, contracts may be terminated at the
option of the landowner or local government by initiating the process of term non-renewal. Under
this process, the remaining contract term (nine years in the case of an original term of 10 years) is
allowed to lapse, with the contract null and void at the end of the term. Under a set of specifically
defined circumstances, a contract may be cancelled without completing the process of term nonrenewal. Contract cancellation, however, involves a comprehensive review and approval process,
and the payment of fees by the landowner equal to 12.5% percent of the full market value of the
subject property (see 2010 Background Report, pp. 4-12 – 4-17.)
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Analysis in the RDEIR appropriately assumes that proper cancellation procedures would be
followed for Williamson Act contracts. As discussed in the RDEIR, one of the functions of the
Williamson Act is as one tool to encourage agricultural land preservation (with active Williamson
Act contracts). Policy AG-1.4 only supports Williamson Act non-renewal or cancellation
processes (that meet the requirements of State law) for lands within CACUDB, UDB, and HDB
areas. The impact analysis also takes into consideration other policies of the Agriculture, Land
Use and Economic Development Elements that, consistent with the Williamson Act, discourage
premature conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses (RDEIR, p.3.10-16 – 3.10-17). Policy
AG-1.8 directs the County not to approve applications for preserves or regular Williamson Act
contracts on lands within a UDB and/or HDB; urban development within areas identified for
future population growth but will encourage infill and orderly community development, which is
consistent with the Williamson Act. AG Implementation Measure 3 would enable the County to
more precisely identify Williamson Act contract lands for which conversion to non-agricultural
uses would be appropriate, in coordination with Planning Framework policies (PF 1.1 through PF
1.11). Therefore, while some lands may be removed from Williamson Act contracts, this would
not “conflict with the provisions of the Williamson Act...” under Impact 3.10-2.
The commenter also believes that Policy AG-1.5 and Agriculture Implementation Measure 4
would result in early termination of Williamson Act contracts on smaller parcels throughout the
County. Agriculture Implementation Measure 4 requires the County to service Notices of NonRenewal, in conformance with Government §§ 51245 and 51246, for parcels of prime agricultural
land that are less than 10 acres in size, and for parcels on non-prime agricultural land that are less
than 40 acres in size. These parcel sizes are a presumption unless the owner can show a
sustainable agricultural use; if not, the parcel should be taken out of contract.
The following mitigating policies and implementation measures for Impact 3.10-2 are listed on
page 3.10-17 of the RDEIR:
Agriculture, Land Use and Economic Development Elements

Policies designed to conserve agricultural resources within the County include the following:
AG-1.1
AG-1.2
AG-1.3
AG-1.4
AG-1.5
AG-1.6
AG-1.7
AG-1.8

Primary Land Use
Coordination
Williamson Act
Williamson Act in UDBs and HDBs
Substandard Williamson Act Parcels
Conservation Easements
Preservation of Agricultural Lands
Agriculture Within Urban Boundaries

AG-1.9
AG-1.10
AG-1.11
AG-1.12
AG-1.13
AG-1.14
LU-2.1
LU-2.4

Agricultural Preserves Outside Urban Boundaries
Extension of Infrastructure Into Agricultural Areas
Agricultural Buffers
Ranchettes
Agricultural Related Uses
Right-to-Farm Noticing
Agricultural Lands
Residential Agriculture Uses

Implementation measures designed to protect and conserve agricultural resources within the County include the following:
Agriculture Implementation Measure #1
Agriculture Implementation Measure #2
Agriculture Implementation Measure #3
Agriculture Implementation Measure #4
Agriculture Implementation Measure #5
Agriculture Implementation Measure #6
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Planning Framework and Land Use Elements

Policies designed to promote future development patterns that focus growth within established community areas include the
following:
LU-1.8
LU-2.1
LU 2.2
LU-2.4
LU-2.5

Encourage Infill Development
Agricultural Lands
Agricultural Parcel Splits
Residential Agriculture Uses
Agricultural Support Facilities

LU-2.6
PF-1.1
PF-1.2
PF-1.3
PF-1.4

Industrial Development
Maintain Urban Edges
Location of Urban Development
Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs
Available Infrastructure

Regarding the commenter’s belief that the General Plan 2030 Update would result in “sprawling”
or “unfettered” growth, please see the response prepared for Comment I21-2 and I21-34.

Response to Comment I21-64:
The commenter expresses uncertainty regarding whether the total Williamson Contract lands
within the County include contracted lands within the UDBs of incorporated cities. This response
clarifies that the total acreage of Williamson Contract lands in Tulare County identified in the
RDEIR does not include contracted lands within the UDBs of the incorporated cities.

Response to Comment I21-65:
The commenter indicates that Government Code §51222 does not establish minimum parcel sizes
as the language in AG Implementation Measure 4 suggests. This response clarifies that AG
Implementation Measure 4 requires the County to service Notices of Non-Renewal, in
conformance with Government §§ 51245 and 51246, for parcels of prime agricultural land that
are less than 10 acres in size, and for parcels on non-prime agricultural land that are less than 40
acres in size. These parcel sizes are a presumption unless the owner can show a sustainable
agricultural use; if not, the parcel should be taken out of contract. The commenter is referred to
the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, and I21-58.

Response to Comment I21-66:
This comment introduces the comments that follow by generally reiterating the commenter’s
concern that the proposed project would result in significant, unavoidable impacts to agricultural
resources, and that the RDEIR “overlooked” feasible mitigation. The commenter’s specific
concerns are addressed as presented in other comments under I21.

Response to Comment I21-67:
Proposed Policy RVLP-1.1 would require the County to maintain minimum parcel sizes, based on
zoning, slope, local agricultural conditions, and the need to ensure the viability of agricultural
operations. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A5-2 regarding the
Department of Conservation’s support of the County’s strategy to address agricultural resources
(including important farmland issues). Because loss of important farm land to non-agricultural
uses is considered significant and unavoidable, and because important farmland generally cannot
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replace converted agricultural lands due to finite amount of existing agricultural lands, the
RDEIR concludes that this impact (Impact 3.10-1) will be significant and unavoidable.
The County considered a number of measures and developed a comprehensive set of policies and
implementation measures designed to address impacts to agricultural resources. Prohibiting
eventual conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses in urban corridors, planned
communities, and UABs, as the commenter appears to suggest, [would be inconsistent with, and
undermine the growth-directing strategy of the General Plan 2030 Update and would therefore fail to
meet the project objectives].
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I11-200, I21-24, I21-34, and
I21-58.

Response to Comment I21-68:
The commenter suggests revising PF-1.2 to significantly limit where urban development would
occur, in order to reduce impacts to agricultural resources; however the comment does not specify
how the policy should be modified to achieve the commenter’s desired result.
Policy PF-1.2 directs the County to ensure that urban development only takes place within the
areas identified in the policy. The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments
I11-200, I21-24, I21-34, and I21-58.

Response to Comment I21-69:
Please see Master Response #4. As more fully described on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR, the
County has identified a new policy (Policy AG-1.6) designed to address the issue of conservation
easements similar to that suggested by the commenter. In addition, the RDEIR also identified new
Policy AG-1.18 to (Farmland Trust and Funding Sources), and Agricultural Implementation
Measure #15 (RDEIR, p. 3.10-15). Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of
implementation of the General Plan. As explained in the RDEIR Executive Summary, an
Implementation Measure is a specific action, program, procedure, or technique that is provided to
help ensure that appropriate actions are taken to implement the General Plan (RDEIR, p. ES-4).
Additional revisions are unnecessary to address the commenter’s concerns regarding timely,
effective implementation. However, as discussed in the RDEIR under Impact 3.10-1, the loss of
important farmland is a significant unavoidable impact. Please also see the response prepared for
Comment I21-67.
The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment A5-2, from the
Department of Conservation.

Response to Comment I21-70:
The commenter suggests eliminating policies and implementation measures that the commenter
believes either support or require early termination of Williamson Act contracts (Policies AG-1.4,
AG-1.5, AG-1.8, and AG Implementation Measures 3 and 4).
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The suggested elimination of the General Plan policies would fail to meet the project objectives
and would be inconsistent with focusing growth within community areas as discussed under
Response to Comment I21-2. Without these policies, growth could be forced outside UDBs,
HDBs, and other community areas, and would result in an increase of impacts to other resource
areas. For these reasons, this recommendation is considered infeasible.
The commenter is also referred to the responses prepared for Comment I21-63. Please also see
the responses prepared for comments I21-34 and I21-58.

Response to Comment I21-71:
The commenter suggests revising Policy AG-1.13 to exclude important farmland from the types
of agricultural lands that could be converted to livestock or dairy facilities.
As acknowledged in the RDEIR, conversion of important farmland to other agricultural results in
loss of important farmland. For County lands outside of the unincorporated community areas,
conversion of important farmlands to other agricultural uses is expected to may or may not
continue (see RDEIR, p. 3.1-13). Although conversions to other agricultural uses are considered a
loss of important farmland, it should be noted that, unlike conversions to non-agricultural uses,
conversions to other agricultural uses does not constitute a loss of agricultural land to the County,
as this land contributes to the local agricultural economy. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion
that only grazing lands should be considered for conversion to new dairy or livestock facilities,
the suggested revision would likely result in increased impacts to other resources areas such as air
quality, transportation, and biological resources because grazing lands are generally located in
more remote, less accessible areas of the County, as seen in Figure 3.10-1 in the RDEIR. The
commenter’s suggested revision to Policy AG 1.13 is therefore not adopted and is considered
infeasible and would fail to meet the project objectives, as these uses provide a needed service to
the surrounding agricultural area which cannot be provided in urban areas. The commenter is also
referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-58, I21-59, and I21-67 for additional
discussion of agricultural conversion.

Response to Comment I21-72:
The commenter is referred to pages 3.1-22 through 3.1-24 of the RDEIR, which provides a
detailed description of the various policies and implementation measures that have been
developed to address the issues of possible land use conflicts with other agencies or jurisdictions.
General Plan 2030 Update policies establish requirements for compatible development, including
buffering, screening, controls and performance standards, as demonstrated by various policies
that encourage the placement of compatible land uses (see Policies LU-1.3, LU-3.6, and LU-5.4)
and the use of buffers to minimize a variety of negative land use impacts (see Policies LU-5.6,
LU-6.2, AG-1.11, and ERM-1.8). A number of Land Use Implementation Measures require the
County to update the zoning code to be consistent with the proposed project as well as to
incorporate measures into the zoning code to eliminate the potential for incompatible
development (see Land Use Implementation Measures #1 through #4 and #11 through #17). In
addition, policies included in the Planning Framework Element are specifically designed to direct
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urban development within UDBs of existing cities, communities, and other County planning areas
to ensure that all development is well planned and adequately served by infrastructure (see
Policies PF-2.1 through PF-2.3 and PF-4.1 through PF-4.16).
As discussed in the RDEIR, the General Plan contains Policy PF-4.9 which address updates to the
City’s General Plans: “Following city adoption of a General Plan update or amendment that
reflects the area within a CACUDB, the County shall update Part III (Community Plans, Kings
River Plan, Mountain Sub-Area Plans, and County Adopted City General Plans), if applicable, to
reflect the city’s modified plan. Any unresolved conflicts between the County and city plans shall
be identified for the Board of Supervisors. The County shall establish and maintain land use
controls on unincorporated lands within the UDB consistent with the policies of the County
General Plan.”
Additionally, the commenter is directed to the Planning Framework Element of the General Plan
2030 Update (specifically pages 2-49 through 2-66), which describes the various goals and
policies that have been designed to foster a cooperative planning environment between the
County and each city with respect to development within the fringe areas of the cities. A
summary of the key policies that have been developed to foster “city-centered growth” are also
described on pages 2-9 and 2-10 of the RDEIR, with the summary table provided below:
TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF POLICIES (SECTION 2.4 – CITIES) FROM PLANNING FRAMEWORK ELEMENT
PF-4.1

CACUABs for Cities

PF-4.15

Urban Improvement Areas for Cities

PF-4.2

CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning Area

PF-4.16

Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties

PF-4.3

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs

PF-4.17

Cooperation with Individual Cities

PF-4.4

Planning in CACUDBs

PF-4.18

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUDB

PF-4.5

Spheres of Influence

PF-4.19

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB

PF-4.6

Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries

PF-4.20

Application of a Checklist to control
Development in a CACUDB

PF-4.7

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

PF-4.21

Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control
Development in a CACUAB

PF-4.8

General Plan Designations Within City UDBs

PF-4.22

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB

PF-4.9

Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs

PF-4.23

Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB

PF-4.10

City Design Standards

PF-4.24

Annexations to a City within the CACUDB

PF-4.11

Transition to Agricultural Use

PF-4.25

Sphere of Influence Criteria

PF-4.12

Compatible Project Design

PF-4.26

City 50 Year Growth Boundaries

PF-4.13

Coordination with Cities on Development
Proposals

PF-4.27

Impacts of Development within the County on
City Facilities

PF-4.14

Revenue Sharing

Response to Comment I21-73:
Commenter states that the CACGPs are inconsistent with the City General Plans for Dinuba,
Exeter, Porterville, Tulare, and Visalia because the UDB and UAB boundaries do not match. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #4. Additionally, it should be noted that these
inconsistencies represent existing conditions and the General Plan 2030 Update will address
future conditions through the policy guidance provided in the Planning Framework Element,
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specifically implementation measures (#24 through #27 and #39 through #44). Additionally, the
commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-72.

Response to Comment I21-74:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, I21-72, and
I21-73.

Response to Comment I21-75:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, I21-72, and
I21-73.

Response to Comment I21-76:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, I21-72, and
I21-73.

Response to Comment I21-77:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, I21-72, and
I21-73.

Response to Comment I21-78:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-24, I21-34, I21-72, and
I21-73.

Response to Comment I21-79:
The comment provides no evidence that the proposed project would result in an inconsistency.
The RDEIR adequately analyzes whether the proposed project could conflict with other
applicable adopted land use plans on pages 3.1-22 through 3.1-24. Consistency of unspecified
future site specific approvals is considered speculative, and will be addressed at the time such site
specific approvals are proposed. Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73 and Master
Response #3.

Response to Comment I21-80:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73 and Master Response #3. The commenter describes
issues related to the Calgary Worship Center and raises general concerns about that project
associated with street improvements, sidewalks, streetlights, landscaping, and wastewater. The
commenter is directed to RDEIR Sections 3.1 (Aesthetics), Section 3.9 (Utilities), and Section 3.2
(Traffic and Circulation). This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR.
No further response required.
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Response to Comment I21-81:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73 and Master Response #3. This comment does not
address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response required.

Response to Comment I21-82:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73 and Master Response #3. This comment does not
address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response required.

Response to Comment I21-83:
Please see Master Response #5 and Response to Comment I21-44, and I21-73 for discussion of
buildout. The comment offer’s an opinion regarding County development but does not address
the adequacy of the RDEIR. Commenter’s specific concerns about the RDEIR project description
and impact analysis are addressed as presented in other comments.

Response to Comment I21-84:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73 and Master Response #3. One of the primary
purposes of a general plan is to plan for a particular jurisdiction’s growth. Therefore, it should be
no surprise, that the County is anticipating some level of growth over the next twenty years.
Consequently, the County is taking this opportunity to update its’ existing general plan and to
plan for this anticipated growth by accommodate future development within the areas of the
County best suited for growth (i.e., hamlets, community plan areas, etc.) as opposed to allowing
the growth to occur in a haphazard manner.
The County does not have the authority to stop all growth, nor can it limit population growth. The
question of where new growth will be located and how much growth should be accommodated
under the proposed project is a fundamental policy question addressed by the General Plan 2030
Update, not a CEQA question. The RDEIR simply discloses the potential environmental effects
of the proposed project.

Response to Comment I21-85:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73 and Master Response #3. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response is required. Comments will be
forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I21-86:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73 and Master Response #3. The proposed project’s
impacts on water supply and water quality are analyzed in RDEIR section 3.6.

Response to Comment I21-87:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73. Contrary to the suggestion in the comment, the
RDEIR addresses infrastructure in Section 3.9. RDEIR Section 3.9 appropriately addresses
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impacts of the proposed project in comparison to existing conditions (See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125 and 15126.2).

Response to Comment I21-88:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-72 and I21-73 which
address consultation policies with the Cities. The commenter is also referred to the response
prepared for Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5 which discusses buildout methodology and
assumptions of the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I21-89:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73. The RDEIR addresses impacts associated with
recreational facilities (including parks), and libraries, in Section 3.9 along with discussion of
applicable General Plan Policies. The commenter’s statement regarding County and City finances is
noted.

Response to Comment I21-90:
Please refer to Response to Comment I21-73. Impact 3.9-6 [Police Services] was determined to
be less than significant after implementation of Mitigation Measures. See Section 3.9 (starting on
page 3.9-23 and 3.9-61) of the RDEIR for a discussion of police and fire related impacts. A
complete summary of policies designed to address the issues of law enforcement and fire
protection services from the RDEIR is provided below. The impact was determined to be less
than significant.
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Health and Safety and Public Facilities and Services Elements

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services and emergency response
planning include the following:
HS-1.4 Building and Codes
HS-1.5 Hazard Awareness and Public Education
HS-1.6 Public Safety Programs
HS-1.8 Response Times Planning in GIS
HS-1.9 Emergency Access
HS-1.10 Emergency Services Near Assisted Living
Housing
HS-6.1 New Building Fire Hazards
HS-6.2 Development in Fire Hazard Zones
HS-6.3 Consultation with Fire Service Districts
HS-6.4 Encourage Cluster Development
HS-6.5 Fire Risk Recommendations
HS-6.6 Wildland Fire Management Plans
HS-6.7 Water Supply System
HS-6.8 Private Water Supply
HS-6.9 Fuel Modification Programs
HS-6.10 Fuel Breaks
HS-6.11 Fire Buffers
HS-6.12 Weed Abatement
HS-6.14 Coordination with Cities
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HS-7.1 Coordinate Emergency Response Services with
Government Agencies
HS-7.2 Mutual Aid Agreement
HS-7.3 Maintain Emergency Evacuation Plans
HS-7.4 Upgrading for Streets and Highways
HS-7.5 Emergency Centers
HS-7.6 Search and Rescue
HS-7.7 Joint Exercises
PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns
PFS-1.3 Impact Mitigation
PFS-2.1 Water Supply
PFS-7.1 Fire Protection
PFS-7.2 Fire Protection Standards
PFS-7.3 Visible Signage for Roads and Buildings
PFS-7.4 Interagency Fire Protection Cooperation
PFS-7.5 Fire Staffing and Response Time Standards
PFS-7.7 Cost Sharing
PFS-7.11 Locations of Fire and Sheriff Stations/Substations
PFS Implementation Measure #11
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Public Facilities and Services Element

Foothill Growth Management Plan

Similar policies designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services and emergency
response planning within the various planning areas include the following:
PFS-7.6 Provision of Station Facilities and Equipment

FGMP-10.2 Provision of Safety Services
FGMP-10.3 Fire and Crime Protection Plan

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County programs to provide adequate
service levels.
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #9
Health and Safety Element

Public Facilities and Services Element

Policies designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of law enforcement services and emergency response
planning include the following:
HS-1.8 Response Times Planning in GIS
HS-1.10 Emergency Services Near Assisted Living
Housing
HS-7.1 Coordinate Emergency Response Services with
Government Agencies
HS-7.2 Mutual Aid Agreement
HS-7.3 Maintain Emergency Evacuation Plans
HS-7.4 Upgrading for Streets and Highways
HS-7.5 Emergency Centers
HS-7.6 Search and Rescue
HS-7.7 Joint Exercises

PF-5.2 Criteria for New Towns
PFS-1.3 Impact Mitigation
PFS-7.3 Visible Signage for Roads and Buildings
PFS-7.8 Law Enforcement Staffing Ratios
PFS-7.9 Sheriff Response Time
PFS-7.10 Interagency Law Enforcement Protection
Cooperation
PFS-7.11 Locations of Fire and Sheriff Stations/Substations
PFS-7.12 Design Features for Crime Prevention and
Reduction
PFS Implementation Measure #10

Foothill Growth Management Plan Element

Similar policies designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services and emergency
response planning within the various planning areas include the following:
FGMP-10.2 Provision of Safety Services
FGMP-10.3 Fire and Crime Protection Plan
Public Facilities and Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County programs to provide adequate
service levels Include the following:
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure #3

Response to Comment I21-91:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-72 and I21-73. As
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), “Mitigation measures are not required
for effects which are not found to be significant.”

Response to Comment I21-92:
Please see Master Response #4 and #5. The commenter reiterates its opinion that the RDEIR
description of the General Plan 2030 Update is inadequate, and that both documents fail to describe
the location, type and intensity of development that would occur on County lands. In this comment,
the commenter expresses concern regarding potential buildout within a 2030 time frame. The
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commenter generally criticizes use of the TCAG model, and indicates that it is not possible to
determine whether the TCAG model uses the same population and employment assumptions of the
draft General Plan 2030 Update, or how the model accounts for land use designations. The commenter
indicates that additional data and study should be provided. However, it should be noted that the future
population projections that TCAG receives from the California Department of Finance were utilized
to develop a “cap” on population. With that said, the alternatives used that population cap and redistributed population and land uses accordingly.
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-48 for discussion of traffic
modeling using the TCAG model and data. Use of the TCAG data and model is considered an
appropriate methodology to evaluate impacts of the proposed project associated with traffic. Analysis
in the RDEIR provides decision makers with sufficient information to take intelligent account of the
environmental consequences.
Please see the response prepared for Comment I21-44 and Master Response #4, and #5 for additional
information related to General Plan 2030 Update buildout assumptions.

Response to Comment I21-93:
The language quoted by the commenter misquotes the language and intent of the RDEIR. The
RDEIR identifies the environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the County’s
General Plan 2030 Update. The analysis is better understood as presented more fully in the
RDEIR at pages 3.2-31 of the RDEIR, concludes:
As discussed above under the “Methodology” section, a number of roadway
improvements are identified that would improve roadway level of service conditions
resulting from implementation of development anticipated under the proposed project.
However, most of the roadway infrastructure improvements identified are on facilities
under the jurisdiction of entities outside the County (such as Caltrans or the City of
Visalia, etc.). Therefore, implementation of the proposed improvements would be subject
to approval by other agencies, as well as to funding programs that are not fully
developed at this time. Timely construction of the proposed improvements would require
substantial coordination and cooperation between the County and other agencies.
In summary, the proposed project addresses its traffic effects through a combination of
policies and the physical improvements identified above. Despite the policies identified
above, proposed deterioration in the traffic LOS as compared to current conditions is
unavoidable mostly due to city growth not directly controlled by this plan. The physical
improvements would require cooperation and funding from a variety of entities inside
and outside the County, so implementation of these improvements cannot be guaranteed
solely through the County’s actions. As a result, this impact remains significant. No
additional feasible mitigation is currently available.
The RDEIR correctly attributes most (but not all) of the projected increase in traffic to growth in
the Cities, and logically identifies improvements in locations that would address projected
increases. As shown above, the impact conclusion is supported by the facts that most
infrastructure improvements necessary to address inadequacies in the transportation system are
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under the control of other jurisdictions (including some in cooperation with the County).
However due to the County’s lack of direct control over their implementation, the RDEIR
analysis has conservatively concluded that the impact is significant and unavoidable.
Please also see the response prepared for Comment I21-48.

Response to Comment I21-94:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-48 and Comment I21-93.

Response to Comment I21-95:
Existing Conditions (baseline) are appropriately described in Table 3.2-2 of the RDEIR. The
analysis then goes on to calculate the impacts of the proposed project in Table 3.2-7. Part of the
implementation of the proposed project includes transportation improvements as discussed in the
Policies outlined in the Table on page 3.2-31 (See Policies TC-1.3, TC-1.4, TC-1.9, TC-1.10, TC1.11, TC-1.13, TC-1.14, TC-1.15, TC-1.17, TC-4.1, TC-4.2, and TC-4.3). These improvements
include those identified in Table 3.2-3 of the RDEIR (provided below and on page 3.2-31 of the
RDEIR).
TABLE 3.2-3
TULARE COUNTY ROADWAY/INTERCHANGE CONSTRUCTION

Roadway

Segment (Improvement)

Target Dates
(Begin/End)

SR 65

North Grand Avenue Interchange (New Interchange)
Kern County Line – SR 190 (2E to 4E)
Cedar Avenue – SR 198 (2C to 4E)
Scranton Avenue (2C to 4E)

2025
2006 to 2015
2015 to 2021
2008 to 2011

SR 99

Goshen Overhead (4 to 6 Lanes)
Prosperity Avenue - Goshen Overhead (4 to 6 Lanes)
Avenue 200 – Prosperity Avenue (4 to 6 Lanes)
South of Tipton – Avenue 200 (4 to 6 Lanes)
Kern County - South of Tipton (4 to 6 Lanes)
Commercial Avenue (Construct Interchange)
Betty Drive (Interchange Improvements)
Caldwell Avenue (Widen on/off ramps)
Cartmill Avenue (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Paige Avenue (Interchange Improvements)
South County Interchanges (Minor Widening/Safety Improvements)

2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2008 to 2013
2018
2012
2015
2012
2022
2015

SR 190

SR 99 to SR 65 (Passing Lanes)
SR 99 to SR 65 (4 to 6 Lanes)
Main Street (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)

2020
2030
2025

SR 198

SR 99 to Kings County Line (2C to 4E/4F)
Road 80 at Plaza Drive (Modify Interchange)
Shirk Street (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Akers Street (Minor Widening/Safety Improvements)
Downtown Visalia Corridor (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Lovers Lane (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)
Avenue 148 (Widen on/off Ramps and Bridge)

2013
2011
2018
2018
2018
2018
2025

SOURCE: County of Tulare, 2010 Background Report (Table 5-4, page 5-20), 2010a.
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The TCAG model appropriately includes these improvements as they are part of the proposed
project and they are reasonably foreseeable within the horizon year of the project. Capital
improvement projects were derived from the RTP, which includes county and city improvements
and Measure R self-help transportation tax, The TCAG travel demand model only includes
improvement projects that have a current or future funding source and are financially constrained,
which means that a funding source must be identified in order to include the project in any
improvement that is programmed in order to show reasonable liability. There are varying types of
roadway improvements used to address congestion. Signalization, approach widening and lanes
widening are strategies used to improve vehicle movements. The General Plan 2030 Update is a
programmatic planning document. Future development and infrastructure projects consistent with
the General Plan 2030 Update will be evaluated on a project level and shall meet current
requirements as identified by the County (see Master Response #4). At the policy level, the
General Plan 2030 Update includes a number of policies designed to support future roadway
improvements (including cooperation with other agencies responsible for transportation programs
and improvements) (see RDEIR page 3.2-31). As also discussed in Master Response #3, existing
federal, state, and local regulations will shape the way buildout occurs in the County.

Response to Comment I21-96:
The contents of the General Plan Transportation and Circulation Element are available in
Appendix C of the RDEIR, which complies with the content requirements of Government Code
Section 65302(b). Please see Response to Comment I21-21 for greater detail. Please also see
Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan, and Master Response
#4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan. The General Plan
Circulation Element contains major arterials, minor arterials, collectors and some local roadway
facilities.
The TCAG model reviews local land uses of the cities and county to determine the expected
growth within each area. Please see Response to Comment I21-95 which discusses this issue.
However, as discussed in the response to Comment I21-93, due to the County’s lack of direct
control over implementation of traffic improvement projects, the RDEIR analysis has
conservatively concluded that the impact is significant and unavoidable (Impact 3.2-1, see pages
3.2-31 – 3.2-32). The comment is also directed to Response to Comment I21-48 which addresses
the commenter’s concern regarding the project description.

Response to Comment I21-97:
The commenter indicates that the RDEIR should conduct additional traffic.
The RDEIR addresses buildout of the proposed project. Buildout within the County will be
shaped by the General Plan as well as numerous existing Federal, State and Local Regulations.
Assuming that these roadway improvements would not occur, would ignore the policies in the
proposed project and the existing regulations, and is not considered reasonably foreseeable. For
these reasons, the additional, requested modeling would not provide decision makers with useful
information. (See Response to Comment I21-95 for greater detail.) The commenter is also
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referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-48. Projects were developed using the TCAG
Regional Transportation Plan that is financially constrained. Each of the three modeling
alternatives and a no-build alternative were developed to determine the net traffic difference.

Response to Comment I21-98:
The comment suggests that the “traffic analysis must distinguish the traffic that would be
generated by the County’s growth from that which would be generated by other jurisdictions.”
CEQA requires analysis of impacts that are “reasonably foreseeable” (see CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064(d)), and it would be unreasonable and speculative to analyze a scenario that will
never occur (i.e. that growth would not occur within the Cities over the next 20 years). As
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d) the EIR must also address “indirect
impacts.” In essence the comment is requesting that the EIR to create a bright line rule for what is
considered an “indirect impact” of the proposed project versus impacts that are completely
unrelated to the project. However, unlike a specific development project, such as a mall or a
specific roadway improvement, for which the direct and indirect impacts can be more easily
assessed, it is incredibly difficult to create a bright line rule for a General Plan (and buildout
associated therewith) for determining the causal relationship of the project to impacts (thereby
distinguishing between indirect impacts and unrelated impacts). In an effort to provide a
conservative traffic analysis, the RDEIR assumes that any such trip generation would be an
indirect impact of the proposed project for the purposes of traffic. Were the project to assume
otherwise, the RDEIR would result in a reduction in impacts; and therefore the RDEIR provides a
conservative analysis.
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-48 and Comment I21-93.

Response to Comment I21-99:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-48 and Comment I21-97.
Analysis in the RDEIR appropriately addressed impacts to the Circulation system as a whole, by
assessing impacts to roadway level of service. Roadway level of service was evaluated from a
quantitative perspective using traffic volume data obtained from Caltrans, TCAG and local agencies,
as well as the County (RDEIR, p. 3.2-10). However, as discussed in Master Response #4, “CEQA
does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
It is not necessary or feasible to address site specific impacts for every roadway, intersection,
highway, or interchange within all 4,840 square miles in the County. The analysis in the RDEIR
provides decision makers with “a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151).
Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response #4, the General Plan does not propose site specific
development at this time. As discussed by the California Supreme Court in In re Bay-Delta, “at the
first-tier program stage, the environmental effects of obtaining water from potential sources may be

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-473

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

analyzed in general terms, without the level of detail appropriate for second-tier, site specific review”
(In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43
Cal.4th 1143, 1169). While development, in general is foreseeable under the General Plan,
development at any particular parcel is largely speculative (see Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v.
County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351). The type of analysis the commenter requests for traffic
effects at interchanges would require speculation as to the timing, location and nature of future proposed
development projects. It is therefore not necessary to address site specific impacts as this time.
Nevertheless, the RDEIR acknowledges that interchange improvements are important to the regional
transportation system, and identifies interchanges in Tulare County that should be considered for
improvements within the life of the proposed Project (RDEIR, p. 3.2-25). The proposed General Plan
also provides policies designed to address site specific impacts to interchange facilities, as discussed in
greater detail in Response to Comment I21-95. .

Response to Comment I21-100:
As discussed in the Sierra Club case “The mere fact plaintiff disagrees with the methodology
employed by defendant to measure the project's potential traffic impacts on Santiago Canyon
Road does not require invalidation of the SEIR/EIR, if it provides accurate information” (Sierra
Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523).
As further discussed in Master Response #4 and #5, the RDEIR addresses impacts of buildout of
the General Plan across 4,840 square miles of the County. There are thousands of trip generating
facilities within the 4,840 square miles in the County which all have different peak traffic
generation characteristics. It would not be feasible to study the peaking characteristics of every
individual generator within the County. Nor is this level of detail required by CEQA. As
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), “reviewers should be aware that the
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such
as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.”
(See also CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; Association of Irritated Residents v. County of
Madera (2003) 107 Cal. App. 4th 1383; and San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of
Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645 [“Their argument is essentially that greater specificity was
needed--i.e., that the EIR should have specified whether trucks sometimes enter and leave the site
"unevenly" over time. We hold that such minute detail was not required in the analysis in question.”].9

9 As noted in the California Natural Resources Agency Statement of Regulatory Action revisions to the CEQA

Guidelines “recognizes that the lead agency has discretion to choose its own metric of analysis of impacts to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.2(e); Eureka Citizens for Responsible
Gov’t v. City of Eureka, supra, 147 Cal.App.4th at 371-373 (lead agency has discretion to choose its
methodology).) Thus, ―level of service may or may not be the applicable measure of effectiveness of the
circulation system… an increase in traffic, by itself, is not necessarily an indicator of a potentially significant
environmental impact.” (Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action – Amendments to the State CEQA
Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to SB97, pages 75, 76.)
Available at http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf.
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Please also see response to Comment I21-99 regarding the RDEIR’s analysis of traffic volumes.
Intersections often have increased congestion for the peak periods but the overall LOS is
acceptable. LOS indicates traffic operating conditions (expressed as letter grades, “A” through
“F”) (RDEIR, p. 3.2-6; Background Report, p. 5-6). Environmental assessment of long-range
plans, such as the General Plan 2030 Update, are typically analyzed at the level of roadway
segments using average daily volume to roadway capacity ratios as a performance measure.
Analysis of individual intersections would require precise locations of projected land uses in
order to accurately estimate individual turning movements at intersections which are not known.
The General Plan contains policies which would address such impacts at buildout, such policies
require individual analysis and mitigation at the time specific development projects are proposed;
for example, Policies TC-1.13 through TC-1.15. Furthermore, as discussed in response to
Comment I21-97, buildout within the County will be shaped by the General Plan as well as
numerous existing Federal, State and Local Regulations, and the proposed project includes
numerous policies and implementation measures designed to ensure that roadway improvements
would occur.
In Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Comrs the court required
supplementary analysis to evaluate the effects of single-event noise from additional nighttime
flights on the sleep patterns of area residents. However, as the comment implicitly acknowledges,
additional peak hour traffic will not occur in the overnight hours and would not cause sleep
deprivation to the general public; intersection analysis at the peak-hour level will show a
degraded LOS for that intersection. The fact that peak hour intersection movements may be
higher than the average daily traffic is correct. Even with the poorer LOS for the peak hour
movements, traffic signal warrant analysis may not reveal the need for the additional investment.
Analysis under Impact 3.5-2 indicates that traffic related noise impacts would be significant and
unavoidable (RDEIR, p. 3.5-25 – 3.5-27). Please see Chapter 3.5, Noise, for additional discussion
of traffic-related noise.

Response to Comment I21-101:
This comment generally reiterates the concerns expressed in Comment I21-100. The commenter is
referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-99 and Comment I21-100.

Response to Comment I21-102:
Please see Response to Comment I21-73. Impacts to transit service were addressed under RDEIR
Impact 3.2-4. This impact was determined to be less than significant. As discussed under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not
found to be significant.” As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25,
the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas,
such as in UDBs and UABs. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment A7-21 which discusses General
Plan policies associated with transit service.
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Response to Comment I21-103:
The County’s General Plan 2030 Update does not control the land use or densities for any of the
cities. Density is higher in the larger county communities but high density development is not
appropriate for all communities. The City of Visalia is also considering Bus Rapid Transit along
the heavily used transit corridors before light rail is introduced.
Please see Response to Comment I21-2 which addresses the County’s efforts in the proposed
General Plan to focus growth, Master Response #5 on buildout, and I21-102 which address
comments raised about transit service.

Response to Comment I21-104:
Contrary to the suggestion in the comment, existing conditions (such as the current conditions of
roadways in the County) are not impacts of the proposed project, but are part of existing conditions
(See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 and 15126.2). The comment also faults the RDEIR for not
addressing this issue. This issue is not addressed in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, nevertheless
Tulare County has adopted a Pavement Management System to prioritize improvements with its
limited resources. The General Plan also contains policies which address this issue:


Policy TC-1.1 Provision of an Adequate Public Road Network. The County shall
establish and maintain a public road network comprised of the major facilities illustrated
on the Tulare County Road Systems to accommodate projected growth in traffic volume
[New Policy].



Policy TC-1.2 County Improvement Standards. The County's public roadway system
shall be built and maintained consistent with adopted County Improvement Standards,
and the need and function of each roadway, within constraints of funding capacity [New
Policy].



Policy TC-1.4 Funding Sources. The County shall work to enhance funding available
for transportation projects. This includes:
o

Working with TCAG, Federal and State agencies, and other available funding
sources to maximize funding available to the County for transportation projects and
programs, and

o

Enhance local funding sources, including assessment of transportation impact fees to
pay for appropriate construction, enhancement, and maintenance of transportation
facilities [New Policy].



Policy TC-1.5 Public Road System Maintenance. The County shall give priority for
maintenance to roadways identified by the Tulare County Pavement Management System
(PMS) and other inputs relevant to maintaining the safety and integrity of the County
roadway system [Transportation/ Circulation, General Plan, 1964, Modified].



Policy TC-1.14 Roadway Facilities. As part of the development review process, new
development shall be conditioned to fund, through impact fees, tonnage fees, and/or other
mechanism, the construction and maintenance of roadway facilities impacted by the
project. As projects or locations warrant, construction or payment of pro-rata fees for
planned road facilities may also be required as a condition of approval [New Policy].
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TC Implementation Measure #2. The County shall develop an impact fee program to
offset the cost of development and maintenance of the County roadway system as
necessitated by new development [New Program].



TC Implementation Measure #5. The County shall require new subdivisions to join or
create an assessment district for maintaining public roads installed with the development
[Existing Policy Tulare County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2005-0519].

The County cannot charge new development to fix existing deficiencies (AB 1600) with new
impact fees nor is this an impact under CEQA, as discussed here. New development must pay its
own way and mitigate based upon the scope of development and not on existing need. There must
be a clear nexus between the deficiency and the funded improvement. The General Plan 2030
Update has a number of policies discussed above to address infrastructure maintenance associated
with new development from buildout of the General Plan 2030 Update and impacts associated
with new development would be less than significant. ..

Response to Comment I21-105:
The commenter’s specific concerns are addressed as presented in other comments. The
commenter is also referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-21, through I21-24, I2136, I21-48, and I21-93 through I21-104.

Response to Comment I21-106:
The commenter expresses a general opinion that proposed General Plan 2030 policies and
Implementation measures that would mitigate traffic impacts would not be effective because the
commenter believes they are “too vague and otherwise unenforceable.” The commenter does not
identify specific impact analysis, but appears to be referring to Impact 3.2-1.
Analysis in the RDEIR concludes that Impact 3.2-1 (substantial increase in vehicular traffic)
would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project addresses its traffic effects through a
combination of policies and physical improvements. See Table 3.2-3 for Roadway/Interchange
improvements. Policies and Implementation Measures to reduce this impact are identified in the
RDEIR and include the following:
Transportation and Circulation Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize transportation impacts through the establishment of design and LOS
standards for a variety of circulation, traffic, transit, and non-motorized transportation modes, include the following:
TC-1.1
TC-1.2
TC-1.3
TC-1.4
TC-1.5
TC-1.6
TC-1.8
TC-1.9
TC-1.10
TC-1.11

Provision of an Adequate Public Road Network
County Improvement Standards
Regional Coordination
Funding Sources
Public Road System Maintenance
Intermodal Connectivity
Promoting Operational Efficiency
Highway Completion
Urban Interchanges
Regionally Significant Intersections

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

TC-1.13

Land Dedication for Roadways and Other
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Traffic Impact Study
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Transportation and Circulation Element

Land Use Element

Policies designed to integrate land use and circulation concepts during the early planning and design phases of Countywide
development to minimize land use conflicts include the following:
TC-1.3
TC-1.7
TC-1.12
TC-1.13

Regional Coordination
Intermodal Freight Villages
Scenic Highways and Roads
Land Dedication for Roadways and Other
Travel Modes

LU-1.10
LU-4.4
LU-5.4

Roadway Access
Travel-Oriented Tourist Commercial Uses
Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

Nevertheless, these Policies and Implementation Measures would not reduce this impact to less
than significant, primarily because physical improvements would require cooperation and funding
from a variety of entities inside and outside the County, and thus the County cannot guarantee
implementation for every improvement (RDEIR, p. 3.2-31). Please also see response to Comment
I21-93.
In suggesting the RDEIR does not mitigate impacts the comment references four policies (TC1.1, TC-1.3, TC-1.4, and TC-1.5). As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies
should not be reviewed in a vacuum but part of the whole of the General Plan. The comment is
directed to RDEIR Section 3.2 which addresses all of the applicable policies, which are part of a
comprehensive system to address transportation improvements, in addition to existing Federal,
State and Local regulations which will also shape the way buildout occurs within the County. As
further discussed in Master Response #3 and #4 mitigation measures should also be at the same
level of detail as the proposed project (i.e. the General Plan).
The commenter is also referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-21 through I21-24,
I21-36, I21-48, and I21-93 through I21-104. The commenter is also referred to Response to
Comment I21-109 which addresses mitigation measures.

Response to Comment I21-107:
The comment suggests that the RDEIR must provide evidentiary support for the conclusion that
the General Plan policies would minimize the project’s impacts.
Contrary to the suggestion in the comment, the RDEIR has not taken quantitative credit for the
General Plan policies, as evidenced by the fact that the RDEIR determined this impact significant
and unavoidable (see RDEIR pages 3.2-31 through 3.2-32).
Other than those roadway improvements discussed under Response to Comment I21-95, it would be
speculative to quantify the specific roadway improvements which would be put into place because of
the General Plan. As discussed in Master Response #4, the General Plan does not propose site specific
development at this time. As discussed by the California Supreme Court in In re Bay-Delta, “at the
first-tier program stage, the environmental effects of obtaining water from potential sources may be
analyzed in general terms, without the level of detail appropriate for second-tier, site specific review”
(Emphasis added; In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated
Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1169). While development, in general is foreseeable under the
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General Plan, development at any particular parcel is largely speculative (see Rio Vista Farm Bureau
Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351).
It is therefore not possible to quantify the effects of site specific mitigation measures, because
parcel specific development is not proposed under the General Plan. However, the County’s
General Plan would put a system in place to address these impacts at the time project’s are
proposed and require future site specific analysis and mitigation measures for projects, as
discussed in the General Plan policies listed on RDEIR page 3.2-31.
The commenter also is referred to the responses prepared for comments I21-21 through I21-24,
I21-36, I21-48, and I21-93 through I21-104.

Response to Comment I21-108:
The commenter indicates that the proposed project would encourage substantial growth within the
Cities’ planning boundaries, and place “vast demands” on the Cities’ transportation networks; the
commenter believes that RDEIR does not adequately address transportation impacts to the cities.
This comment is considered in contrast to the commenter’s concern in Comment I21-103 that the
General Plan 2030 Update would result in “sprawling low density land use patterns [that] would
severely hamper the region’s efforts to sustain and expand transit service within the County.” As
comment I21-103 indicates, the commenter also believes that urban transit systems must be
supported by sufficient urban densities. The commenter is also referred to the responses prepared
for comments I21-21 through I21-24, I21-36, I21-48, and I21-93 through I21-104.

Response to Comment I21-109:
This comment indicates the commenter believes the General Plan 2030 update would result in
“decentralized development.” The comment describes the advantages of higher density, municipal and
infill development with respect to transit and vehicular traffic. The commenter expresses its opinion
that the best way to mitigate traffic impacts would be to reduce the number and length of vehicle trips
by controlling “sprawling growth patterns.” The average commuter in Tulare County has a
commute time of less than 20 minutes, one of the lowest in the State. Approximately 50% of the
commuters in the County have a commute of less than 15 minutes.
As discussed in Response to Comment I21-2, the General Plan focuses growth in community areas,
and does not result in decentralized growth. As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 217, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within and around established
community areas, such as in UDBs and UABs. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish
focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR (see also Responses to
Comments A8-7 through A8-10). Furthermore, the RDEIR, analyzes several alternatives which focus
growth to an even greater extent (see Alternative 2 (City-Centered Alternative), and Alternative 5
(Confined Growth Alternative)). Please see Master Response #9 which discusses the range of
alternatives analyzed in the RDEIR.
The Air Quality, Land Use, and Transportation/Circulation Elements of the General Plan 2030 Update
include the various infill/land use concepts identified by the commenter.
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Planning Framework, Air Quality,
Public Facilities and Services, and Foothill Growth
Management Plan Elements

Land Use Element

Policies designed to minimize vehicle miles traveled through mixed use, infill, redevelopment, and higher density development.
LU-1.1
Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2
Innovative Development
LU-1.4
Compact Development
LU-1.8
Encourage Infill Development
LU-3.1
Residential Developments
LU-3.2
Cluster Development
LU-3.3
High Density Residential Locations
LU-4.1
Neighborhood Commercial Uses
LU Implementation Measure #3
LU Implementation Measure #7
LU Implementation Measure #8
LU Implementation Measure #9
LU Implementation Measure #10

LU Implementation Measure #14
PF-1.2
Location of Urban Development
PF-1.3
Land Uses in UDBs/HDBs
PF-3.4
Mixed Use Opportunities
PF
Implementation Measure #21
AQ-3.1
Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2
Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.6
Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11
PFS-8.3
Location of School Sites
FGMP-3.1 Innovative Residential Design

Planning Framework and Land Use Elements

Public Facilities and Services Element

Policies designed to direct development to existing urban areas and encourage efficient use of existing public services and
utilities.
PF-1.4
PF-2.1
PF-2.2
PF-3.1
PF-3.2
PF-3.3
PF-4.1
PF-4.2
PF-4.3
PF-4.6
LU-2.1

Available Infrastructure
Urban Development Boundaries –
Communities
Modification of Community UDB
Hamlet Development Boundaries – Hamlets
Modification of HDB – Hamlet
Hamlet Plans
CACUABs for Cities
CACUDBs for Cities – Twenty Year Planning
Area
Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs
Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries
Agricultural Lands

PFS-1.8
PFS-1.15
PFS-1.16
PFS-2.4
PFS-3.3

Funding for Service Providers
Efficient Expansion
Joint Planning Efforts
Water Connections
New Development Requirements

The commenter is directed to the response for Comment I21-93, which describes the rational behind
the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion for Impact 3.2.

Response to Comment I21-110:
The Air Quality, Land Use, and Transportation/Circulation Elements of the General Plan 2030 Update
include the various infill/land use concepts identified by the commenter. The comment also suggests
that the RDEIR “should include a list of alternative transportation strategies…to achieve the following
objectives.” Other than the policies included in the RDEIR, the comment provides no example of
additional policies or how such policies could be feasibly implemented. The County does not have
direct control over VMT. While the County has proposed a number of policies to reduce trip
generation, trip generation is ultimately controlled by the will of individual driver or transit passenger
(see the Response to Comment I21-106 for a list of these policies).

Response to Comment I21-111:
This comment summarizes and reiterates the commenter’s concerns regarding traffic impact analysis
in the RDEIR. The commenter’s specific comments are addressed above. The Air Quality, Land Use,
and Transportation/Circulation Elements of the General Plan 2030 Update include the various
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infill/land use concepts identified by the commenter. The commenter is directed to the response for
Comment I21-48 for a discussion of the TCAG travel demand model. As discussed in the RDEIR
(RDEIR, p. 3.2-21), the model uses information related to the number of households and number
of employees per traffic analysis zone and provides adequate information and analysis. The
average commuter in Tulare County has a commute time of less than 20 minutes, one of the
lowest in the State. Approximately 50% of the commuters in the County have a commute of less
than 15 minutes. The commenter is also directed to response for Comment I21-93, which describes
the rational behind the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion.

Response to Comment I21-112:
The health risks associated with the proposed project are discussed in RDEIR section 3.3, Impact
3.3-4. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I8-4 and page 3.3-16 of
the RDEIR which identifies the methods used to prepare the air quality analysis (including use of
guidance provided by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s Guide for Assessing
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts).

Response to Comment I21-113:
Please see Response to Comment I21-48 which addresses the comments concerns regarding use
of the TCAG model and the project description. Commenter is also referred to Master Response
#5 for a description of the land use and build out assumptions used in the RDEIR analysis, and
Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and a
programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I21-114:
PM 10 and PM 2.5 emissions resulting from the proposed project are primarily associated with
on-road vehicle emissions and natural gas combustion. While woodstoves and greenwaste
burning do contribute to levels of PM 10 and PM 2.5, these levels are considered relatively minor
(less than 10% of total emissions) compared to emissions from combustion sources and dust from
roadways and agricultural activities (40% of total emissions) (source:
www.arb.ca.gov/pm/pmmeasures/pmch05/sjv05.pdf).
As clearly stated on page 3.3-16 and 3.3-17, the RDEIR provided air quality modeling analysis
for mobile (on-road and off-road), natural gas combustion-related activities, and dairy/livestock
operations which account for the greatest amount of air quality emissions in the County.
Emissions from wood burning stoves are considered relatively minor and the County is not aware
of any modeling analysis that can estimate these emissions at the general plan level.
Consequently, the air quality analysis was conducted using the best available information that
conforms with guidance provided by the SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI.
The County supports a variety of policies designed to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions
including the following:
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AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures. The County shall require developers to implement
dust suppression measures during excavation, grading, and site preparation activities
consistent with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII – Fugitive Dust Prohibitions. Techniques may
include, but are not limited to, the following:
o

Site watering or application of dust suppressants,

o

Phasing or extension of grading operations,

o

Covering of stockpiles,

o

Suspension of grading activities during high wind periods (typically winds greater
than 25 miles per hour), and

o

Revegetation of graded areas [New Policy].



AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions. The County
shall require that all new roads be paved or treated to reduce dust generation where
feasible as required by SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, Rule 8061- Paved and Unpaved
Roads. For new projects with unpaved roads, funding for roadway maintenance shall be
adequately addressed and secured [New Policy].



AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices. The County shall require the use of natural gas where
service is available or the installation of low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace inserts in
all open hearth fireplaces in new homes as required under the SJVAPCD Rule 4901–
Woodburning Fireplaces and Woodburning Heaters. The County shall promote the use of
natural gas over wood products in space heating devices and fireplaces in all existing and
new homes [New Policy].

Response to Comment I21-115:
Please see Response to Comment I21-48 which addresses the comments concerns regarding use
of the TCAG model and the project description. The comment also questions footnote b in Table
3.3-5 in the RDEIR (i.e. that there would be “estimated to decrease in the future scenario due to
decreased emission factors in the future year for onroad sources. These emission factors
generated by EMFAC2007 assume a cleaner mix of vehicles as older, more polluting vehicles are
retired.” EMFAC 2007 was approved by EPA on January 18, 2008 and must be used for all
modeling after April 18, 2008. As a result, it is now required to be used in new transportation
conformity analyses. Furthermore, these assumptions are consistent with increased federally
mandated fuel efficiency standards.10
The comment also suggests that if “future growth occurs in a pattern that encourages more
driving that the TCAG model assumes, then the RDEIR’s conclusions are entirely wrong.” The
County is entitled to make such reasonable assumptions (see City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles
Unified School District (2010) 176 Cal.App.4th 889; Environmental Council of Sacramento v.
City of Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018 [“A public agency can make reasonable
assumptions based on substantial evidence about future conditions without guaranteeing that
those assumptions will remain true (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (e); City of Del Mar v.
City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 412, 183 Cal.Rptr. 898.”]). While the comment

10 See CAFÉ standards at http://www.nhtsa.gov/Laws+&+Regulations/CAFE+-+Fuel+Economy/Model+Years+2012-

2016:+Final+Rule (See 75 Fed. Reg. 25324 et seq. (May, 7, 2010)).
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suggests that its assumptions and conclusion could turn out to be wrong, the County is not
required to guarantee the assumptions.
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I11-32.

Response to Comment I21-116:
The methodology section on pages 3.3-16 through 3.3-17 of the RDEIR clearly state the
assumptions used in the analysis. In addition, the modeling assumptions and detailed emission
calculations are provided in Appendix D of the RDEIR. The RDEIR incorporates the best
available data for dairy-related emissions, which (as clearly indicated in the RDEIR includes
emissions-related data for the 2007 to 2020 time period. The commenter is also directed to the
information provided in Table 3.3-5 of the RDEIR.
The commenter is also referred to the Response prepared to Comment I11-73 which provides
additional information regarding impacts related to the dairy industry.

Response to Comment I21-117:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-116. The reference
materials used for the dairy-related emissions provide valid and reputable data. The information is
appropriately summarized, with reference and source materials clearly cited in the text of the
RDEIR (in several locations) as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15148. These source
materials (along with other documents referenced in the RDEIR) are readily available at the
County offices. Moreover, RDEIR Appendix D includes detailed emissions calculations from the
models used in the air quality analysis. The Background Report (Appendix B) provides additional
data and information used in the RDEIR analysis of air emissions from dairies and feedlots (see
Appendix B, General Plan Background Report, Chapter 6). Please note that the Tulare County
Draft Phase I Animal Confinement Facilities Plan Supplemental Program EIR (“ACF EIR”) was
properly cited in the RDEIR under CEQA Guidelines section 15148. It was not incorporated by
reference in the RDEIR (see RDEIR page 1-13 and 3.3-1). Nor was the analysis from that
previous EIR used to describe the air quality impacts of the proposed project under CEQA
Guidelines section 15153. The case cited in the comment, Emmington v. Solano County (1987)
195 Cal. App. 3d 491, involved a situation in which the agency used the analysis from several
previous CEQA documents in lieu of preparing an EIR on the proposed project. That case is
inapplicable. A full analysis of the air quality impacts associated with the proposed project has
been included in the RDEIR prepared for the project, including proper citation to all technical
documents relied upon, and inclusion of the appropriate data in the appendix.

Response to Comment I21-118:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-117. The ACF EIR was not
used in lieu of preparing an EIR on the proposed project under CEQA Guidelines 15153. The
RDEIR was not tiered from the ACR EIR under CEQA Guidelines section 15152. Therefore, the
requirements referred to in the comment do not apply to the RDEIR
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Response to Comment I21-119:
The RDEIR includes the information requested in the comment. Please see RDEIR Section 3.3,
Table 3.3-5.

Response to Comment I21-120:
The commenter is directed to pages 3.3-23 through 3.3-25 of the RDEIR for the analysis
associated with potential conflicts with or those associated with obstruction of the implementation
of an air quality plan. Contrary to the commenter’s opinion, the RDEIR has sufficiently analyzed
impacts of the proposed project and mitigated those impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA for a Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168) (see also Master
Response #4). Furthermore, Impact 3.3-3 (RDEIR page 3.3-23) would be significant and
unavoidable, and not less than significant as suggested in the comment letter.
As a planning document, the General Plan 2030 Update has been developed to promote
consistency with a variety of plans and programs designed to improve air quality conditions (see
the Air Quality Element of the Goals and Policies Report). Policies and implementation measures
included as part of the proposed project that address this issues include the following:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality Element

Policies designed to improve air quality through a regional approach and interagency cooperation include the following:
AQ-1.1 Cooperation with Other Agencies
AQ-1.2 Cooperation with Local Jurisdictions
AQ-1.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
AQ-1.4 Air Quality Land Use Compatibility
AQ-1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles
AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation include
the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #8

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12

Policies designed to implement the best available controls and monitoring to regulate air emissions include the following:
AQ-4.1 Air Pollution Control Technology
AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures
AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions
AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices
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Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy

Specific policies direct the County to improve air quality through a regional approach with
interagency cooperation (see Policies AQ-1.1 through AQ-1.7). Other policies call for the
reduction of air emissions associated with transportation (see Policies AQ-2.1 through AQ-2.5).
Additional policies call for a variety of strategies designed to improve air quality through land use
planning (see Policies AQ-3.1 through AQ-3.6, LU-1.1 through LU-1.4, and LU-1.8), implement
the best available controls to regulate air emissions (see Policies AQ-4.1 through AQ-4.4), and
encourage energy conservation (see Policies ERM-4.1 through ERM-4.6).
The SJVAPCD has rules and regulations described earlier that help to reduce the impacts of
growth on the applicable air quality plans. For example, Rule 9510-Indirect Source Review was
adopted to provide emission reductions that allowed the SJVAPCD to demonstrate attainment of
the federal PM10 standard and contributed reductions that assist in attaining federal ozone
standards. Rule 9510 also contributes toward attainment of state standards for these pollutants.
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions requires controls for sources of
particulate matter necessary for attaining the federal PM10 standards and achieving progress
toward attaining the state PM10 standards. Rule 2201 – New and Modified Stationary Source
Review is designed so that new and modified stationary/industrial sources provide emission
controls and offsets that ensure that stationary sources decline over time and do not impact the
applicable air quality plans.
The SJVAPCD has adopted regulations for confined animal facilities (Rule 4570) and operates a
permitting program under Rule 2201 that requires new and modified facilities to implement best
available control technology (BACT) to reduce particulate matter emissions and the ozone
precursor, ROG and other criteria pollutants. In addition, the SJVAPCD is scheduled to adopt
amendments to Rule 4570 in the second quarter of 2010 to obtain additional reductions required
to meet a 22.9 ton per day ROG reduction commitment in the SJVAPCD 2007 Ozone Attainment
Plan. Under the SJVAPCD permitting program, new and modified confined animal facilities are
required to meet BACT requirements defined as the most stringent emission limitation or control
technique achieved in practice for such category and class of source, or any other emission
limitation or control technique, including process and equipment changes of basic or control
equipment, found by the Air Pollution Control Officer to be cost effective and technologically
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feasible for such class or category of sources or for a specific source. BACT is determined on a
project by project basis so that new technology is required as it is demonstrated to be feasible and
meets cost-effectiveness thresholds or is achieved in practice at a similar facility.
The County consults with the SJVAPCD during the permitting and CEQA process for new and
amended dairies where the County is the Lead Agency and the SJVAPCD is a Responsible
Agency. In some cases, a dairy project may require no additional County approvals, but the
SJVAPCD determines its permit is a discretionary permit requiring CEQA compliance. In those
cases, the SJVAPCD becomes the Lead Agency and conducts a CEQA review and would require
projects to include feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. This
requirement ensures that the air quality impacts of new and modified dairies will be fully assessed
and that all feasible measures are required.
This analysis assumes that growth in population, vehicle use and other source categories will
occur at historically robust rates. The amount of growth predicted, although accommodated by
the SJVAPCD attainment plan, could make it more difficult to attain the 8-hour ozone standard
by the 2023 attainment date. The SJVAPCD ozone attainment plan relies on yet to be identified
future measures that require technological advancements for emission reductions required to
achieve the ozone standards. This results in some uncertainty as to whether the growth
accommodated by the project would conflict with or obstruct the applicable attainment plans.
Based on the fact that the SJVAPCD is still developing future regulatory efforts and the amount
of growth that may occur, the potential that a significant impact could occur remains a possibility.
Consequently, the RDEIR concludes that the impact remains significant and unavoidable despite
implementation of all feasible policies and implementation measures.

Response to Comment I21-121:
The proposed project addresses impacts of buildout of the General Plan at the horizon year. As
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient
degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR
is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.” The information of vehicular traffic
and the associated air quality impacts is provided in the RDEIR at the 2030 horizon year, and was
appropriate to enable the decision makers to intelligently take into account the project’s
environmental consequences. This is essentially the same type of specificity petitioners argued in
the San Joaquin case which was rejected by the Court of Appeal; [“Their argument is essentially
that greater specificity was needed--i.e., that the EIR should have specified whether trucks sometimes
enter and leave the site "unevenly" over time. We hold that such minute detail was not required in the
analysis in question”]; (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149
Cal.App.4th 645). Please also see Response to Comment I21-100 which addresses similar issues.
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Response to Comment I21-122:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-120.

Response to Comment I21-123:
The RDEIR includes the analysis requested by commenter in RDEIR Section 3.3, Impact 3.3-2.
Mitigation measures to reduce the increase in criteria pollutants (including those from mobile
sources) that would result in a violation of an air quality standard as a result of the proposed
project are discussed on RDEIR pages 3.3-21 through 3.3-23. Future development projects
would comply with all applicable SJVAPCD regulations designed to reduce air quality emissions
and additional project-specific mitigation may also be proposed at that time to reduce air quality
impacts to the extent feasible. The RDEIR determined that even with the implementation of all
feasible measures, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment I21-124:
The air quality analysis provided in the 2008 Draft EIR assumed County-wide build out including
that of the incorporated cities within the County. The RDEIR assumed County or unincorporated
development in the air quality analysis only, with the cumulative analysis addressing
Countywide/air basin-related impacts. In both cases the impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable.

Response to Comment I21-125:
Impacts associated with Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are addressed in the RDEIR under
Impact 3.3-4 (page 3.3-25). The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment
I11-32 which further discusses how public health impacts were addressed in the RDEIR. The
comment is also referred to Master Response #4, which discusses the appropriate level of detail
for a General Plan and programmatic EIR. As discussed under Response to Comment I21-99 site
specific development is not currently proposed as part of the project, and impacts associated with
TACs were addressed and determined to be significant and unavoidable. The RDEIR addressed
impacts associated with TACs however additional more detailed analysis is not warranted at this
time. This analysis is not deferred as suggested in the comment, but a result of the nature of the
General Plan, which covers 4,840 square miles, and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR.
Furthermore, CEQA does not require quantification of all impacts as suggested in the comment.
As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(a) “[a] thresholds of significance is an
identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or performance level of a particular environmental effect…”

Response to Comment I21-126:
The commenter is directed to pages 3.3-27 through 3.3-28 of the RDEIR for the analysis
associated with the creation of objectionable odors. The RDEIR has sufficiently analyzed impacts
of the proposed project and mitigated those impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA for a Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168); (see also Master
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Response #4). Policies and implementation measures included as part of the proposed project that
address this issues include the following:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Air Quality Element

Policies designed to improve air quality through a regional approach and interagency cooperation include the following:
AQ-1.1 Cooperation with Other Agencies
AQ-1.2 Cooperation with Local Jurisdictions
AQ-1.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
AQ-1.4 Air Quality Land Use Compatibility
AQ-1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
AQ-1.6 Purchase of Low Emission/Alternative Fuel Vehicles
AQ-1.7 Support Statewide Climate Change Solutions

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality by reducing air emissions related to transportation include
the following:
AQ-2.1 Transportation Demand Management Programs
AQ-2.2 Indirect Source Review
AQ-2.3 Transportation and Air Quality
AQ-2.4 Transportation Management Associations
AQ-2.5 Ridesharing
AQ Implementation Measure #8

Policies and implementation measures designed to improve air quality and minimize impacts to human health and the economy of
the County through smart land use planning and design include the following:
AQ-3.1 Location of Support Services
AQ-3.2 Infill Near Employment
AQ-3.3 Street Design
AQ-3.4 Landscape
AQ-3.5 Alternative Energy Design
AQ-3.6 Mixed Land Uses
AQ Implementation Measure #11 and #12

Policies designed to implement the best available controls and monitoring to regulate air emissions include the following:
AQ-4.1 Air Pollution Control Technology
AQ-4.2 Dust Suppression Measures
AQ-4.3 Paving or Treatment of Roadways for Reduced Air Emissions
AQ-4.4 Wood Burning Devices
Land Use Element

Policies designed to encourage economic and social growth while retaining quality of life standards include the following:
LU-1.1 Smart Growth and Healthy Communities
LU-1.2 Innovative Development
LU-1.3 Prevent Incompatible Uses
LU-1.4 Compact Development
LU-1.8 Encourage Infill Development
Environmental Resources Management Element

Policies designed to encourage energy conservation in new and developing developments include the following:
ERM-4.1 Energy Conservation and Efficiency Measures
ERM-4.2 Streetscape and Parking Area Improvements for Energy Conservation
ERM-4.3 Local and State Programs
ERM-4.4 Promote Energy Conservation Awareness
ERM-4.5 Advance Planning
ERM-4.6 Renewable Energy

In regards to dairy and feedlot development, SJVAPCD regulations to control ROG emissions
from confined animal facilities (Rule 4570) and permitting under Rule 2201 would also result in
lower potential for odor impacts. In addition, the County imposes management and housekeeping
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practices that reduce potential odors and other impacts on dairy and feedlot operations as conditions
of approval. In regard to all development types in general, CEQA documentation prepared for
individual projects would have project-specific data and will be required to address, and if necessary,
mitigate any significant or potentially significant air quality odor impacts to a less than significant
level.
The comment also suggests that the “RDEIR must assume that the County is built out to the
maximum density allowable.” Please see Response to Comment I21-44 which addresses this issue.

Response to Comment I21-127:
The commenter suggests that General Plan 2030 Update policies should be revised to address air
quality impacts but provides no specific revisions or feasible alternatives. Please see the
responses prepared for Comments I11-32 and I21-120 through I21-126.
The comment also does not provide the full language of the individual policies which provides
further clarity on how these policies would address air quality related issues. For example, the
policy for “placing employee services near employment centers” refers to Policy AQ3.2 which
explains how this is related to Air Quality: “The County shall identify opportunities for infill
development projects near employment areas within all unincorporated communities and hamlets
to reduce vehicle trips” (Emphasis added). Please see the text of the General Plan for the detailed
language of the individual policies.

Response to Comment I21-128:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-127. Please also see Master
Response #3 and #4 which explains that individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum
but part of a series of policies designed to address an impact in tandem, and the appropriate level
of detail for a General Plan and mitigation measures.

Response to Comment I21-129:
The analysis of the proposed project’s cumulative impact on air quality is adequately addressed in
the RDEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.3. Additionally, the commenter is referred to the responses
prepared to comments I16-9 and I16-12 which describe the methods used to perform the
cumulative impact analysis. The commenter is incorrect in claiming that the cumulative analysis
provides a project-specific assessment. As described in the RDEIR, the cumulative analysis
considered regional growth and for assessing vehicle-related emissions considered traffic
projections developed by and modeled by TCAG. The TCAG traffic projections are developed
for the entire County, which includes all incorporated areas within the County as well.
Furthermore, as described on page 5-4 of the RDEIR, the cumulative analysis considered a larger
cumulative setting (air basin, regional roadway network, etc.) for several impact topics.
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Response to Comment I21-130:
A complete explanation of how greenhouse gas emissions were calculated is included in RDEIR
section 3.4. The RDEIR explains the inventory methodology for each category of greenhouse gas
emissions: Mobile Sources (on and off-road); Solid Waste; Natural Gas usage from residential,
commercial (including agriculture), and industrial sources; Dairy/Feedlot operations; and
Electricity from residential, commercial (including agriculture), and industrial sources.
Additional data and discussion is provided in RDEIR Appendix B, Background Report and
Appendix E Greenhouse Gas Inventory. The commenter is also referred to the Master Response
#10 regarding the Climate Action Plan and climate change analysis. The County has prepared a
Draft CAP that demonstrates a good faith initial effort with its investment of resources to date.
The County is fully committed to implementation of the policies of the General Plan 2030 Update
that support achievement of the CAP targets. The County recognizes that the most important role
for the County in addressing climate change is through its land use decisions as guided by the
General Plan 2030 Update. As stated in Master Response #10 the policy language is effective and
enforceable. The CAP will be most useful as a single document that provides a comprehensive
collection of the County’s land use, transportation, and conservation policies that combine to set
Tulare County on a path to meeting greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. The CAP is
intended to be a living document that is responsive to actual conditions as they occur. The CAP
provides a monitoring and reporting framework that will enable the County to track metrics and
adjust the strategy to address shortfalls if any occur over time. The County will continue to
require project level analysis of greenhouse gas impacts for projects proposed prior to adoption of
the CAP and will propose suitable project level mitigation measures at that time. For additional
information specific to the County’s CAP, please see Master Response #10.
Please also see Response to Comment I21-48 for discussion of the TCAG model. Please see
Master Response #5 and Response to Comment I21-44 for discussion of buildout of the General
Plan.

Response to Comment I21-131:
A complete explanation of the methodology used to calculate greenhouse gas emissions is
provided in RDEIR section 3.4 and in Appendix E, Greenhouse Gas Inventory. As explained
there, PG&E and SCE provided data on electricity consumption for all sources: residential,
commercial/industrial, agricultural, and municipal (street lighting). The General Plan 2030
Update does not propose any individual projects at this time. Consequently, the specific details
regarding the size and extent of individual construction projects is not currently known and was
not modeled. The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-130.

Response to Comment I21-132:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-131.

Response to Comment I21-133:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-130.
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Response to Comment I21-134:
Greenhouse gas emissions from agricultural operations are included in the analysis. The
commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-130.

Response to Comment I21-135:
Please see Response to Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5 which discuss how growth will
be focused in community areas.

Response to Comment I21-136:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the Climate Action Plan and
greenhouse gas mitigation measures. Commenter is also referred to Master Response #3 and #4
regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the
General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I21-137:
The comment suggests that the RDEIR must address the impacts of “full buildout.” Please see
Response to Comment I21-44 and Master Response #5 which address this issue.
The comment also suggests that the RDEIR must describe water supply alternatives and
“consider the environmental impacts of constructing any required infrastructure.”
The proposed project is expected to reduce water use below existing levels (baseline), as
described on RDEIR pages 3.9-11 and 3.9-47. Existing groundwater overdraft and existing water
quality issues, are beyond the EIR to fix (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville
(2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft
problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v.
City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 118 Cal.Rptr.3d 182, 201 through 207).
Nevertheless, Sections 3.6 and 3.9 both acknowledge existing conditions such as groundwater
overdraft and water quality issues. The RDEIR also discusses potential solutions to water supply
problems on pages 3.9-37 through 3.9-39. As discussed therein, some solutions may include
“constructing a new water treatment facility that would utilize water from the Kings River
supplies of the Alta Irrigation District, introduced into the Friant-Kern Canal exchange.”
Furthermore, the RDEIR states that “well head treatment and surface water treatment facilities
will develop.” The RDEIR also discusses as an alternative, the use of groundwater and the
associated impacts from such use (RDEIR Impact 3.6-2). This is consistent with the Watsonville
case which stated “Here, the FEIR did identify the likely source of water for the new development: the
Basin‘s groundwater” (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App.
4th 1059).
The RDEIR also discloses the impacts of water infrastructure projects would be significant and
unavoidable (RDEIR Impact 3.9-1). The individual resource chapters addressed the buildout within
the County, which would include numerous types of projects from the construction and operation of
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residential units, commercial space, and industrial facilities. This level of detail is consistent with the
In re Bay-Delta case, which states that over a 30-year period, it is “impracticable to foresee with
certainty specific source of water and their impacts…The PEIS/R complied with CEQA by
identifying potential sources of water and analyzing the associated environmental effects in general
terms.” (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings
(2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173; emphasis added.). This is also consistent with the requirements of
CEQA for a General Plan. As discussed in the Watsonville case, “The FEIR’s discussion of the
overdraft situation and its analysis of the steps that the City would take to address this situation satisfy
the standards set forth by the California Supreme Court in Vineyard. It is not necessary for an EIR for
a general plan to establish a ‘likely source of water’” (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of
Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059).
Furthermore, the General Plan contains numerous policies to address water infrastructure, as discussed
in Sections 3.6 and 3.9. For example, the General Plan includes Policy PF-1.4 states that “The County
shall ensure that development does not occur unless adequate infrastructure is available, that sufficient
water supplies are available or can be made available and that there are adequate provisions for long
term management and maintenance of infrastructure and identified water supplies.” Additional
environmental review will proceed at the time specific projects are proposed. Additionally, certain
types of projects will also be subject to the need to prepare a Water Supply Assessment under SB 610
(Water Code Section 10910). These requirements will also ensure that additional water supply
impacts are addressed at the time specific projects are proposed.
The comment further states that the RDEIR lacks analysis to determine the location and
significant of the projects impacts on groundwater supplies…the first step of this analysis must be
to quantify how much groundwater each community or region will need…the RDEIR merely lists
the various domestic water service providers…and states ‘qualitatively’ whether each of these
providers will be able to serve the ‘projected general plan population growth.’”
Contrary to the statement in the comment, the RDEIR quantified changes to the water supply.
Please see RDEIR 3.9-4 through 3.9-11 and 3.9-36 through 3.9-49. Furthermore, Table 3.9-5
provides changes in water demand by community area (UDB, HDB, and UAB).
The commenter is directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and Master Response #6 regarding the water
supply evaluation, and RDEIR Appendix G (Water Supply Evaluation).

Response to Comment I21-138:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-137.

Response to Comment I21-139:
The RDEIR discusses the types of health effects that could occur if there were water quality
impacts from the proposed project including pathogens (illness) and carcinogens (cancer);
(RDEIR page 3.6-12). Water Quality impacts are also discussed under RDEIR Impact 3.6-1.
While water quality is an important issue to the County, this is an existing water quality issue and
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not an impact of the proposed project (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville
(2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059); [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft
problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]. Furthermore, the purpose of CEQA is to address the
impacts of the proposed project on the environment, not the impacts of the existing environment on
the proposed project, as suggested in the comment letter (“‘The purpose of an environmental impact
report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project…’ [citations omitted],
not the impact of the environment on the project, such as the school’s students and staff;” City of
Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889).

Response to Comment I21-140:
The commenter provides a general criticism on groundwater mitigation measures; this comment
doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy within the RDEIR. Please also note that the proposed
project would result in less than significant impact under Impact 3.6-1 [“The proposed project
could violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water
quality”]. The RDEIR has also sufficiently analyzed impacts of the proposed project and
mitigated those impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the requirements of CEQA for a
Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The RDEIR is intended to analyze impacts of
the proposed General Plan and must identify measures to minimize any significant impacts (State
Guidelines Section 15121[a]).

Response to Comment I21-141:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-41
which addresses SB 610 requirements. Furthermore, there is nothing illusory or speculative about
the SB 610 requirements for a Water Supply Analysis, as suggested in the comment. Contrary to
the suggestion in the comment, the RDEIR does not rely exclusively upon SB 610 from a project
level evaluation to the cumulative evaluation. Additional regulatory requirements would apply
County wide, including an updated Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, which became
effective within Tulare County on January 1, 2010(see also the response prepared for Comment I11-86).
Please see Response to Comment I21-137 for discussion of the quantitative water supply analysis
provided in the RDEIR as well as General Plan policies such as PF-1.4. Furthermore the
commenter is also reminded that projects will also be subject to separate environmental review
which will also address impacts to water supply. As demonstrated, in the General Plan RDEIR,
there is a slight reduction in water use where development replaces existing agricultural uses.
Nevertheless, the RDEIR does not “rely on the mere assumption that state laws will prevent any
cumulative water supply impacts." While these state measures would help to reduce this impact,
the RDEIR concludes the project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts associated with water supply (see RDEIR page 5-10 referenced in the
comment). Also, see Response to Comment I11-86.
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Response to Comment I21-142:
The commenter describes water supply planning in Tulare County; consequently this comment
does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response provided.

Response to Comment I21-143:
The comment faults the RDEIR for providing only a generic description of potential impacts
associated with infrastructure. The RDEIR provides an adequate analysis of the impacts the
proposed project would have on the provision of public services (RDEIR, Section 3.9). As
discussed in Master Response #4, the level of detail in the General Plan and the RDEIR was
appropriate. As further discussed in the In re Bay-Delta case, over a 30-year period, it is
“impracticable to foresee with certainty specific source of water and their impacts…The PEIS/R
complied with CEQA by identifying potential sources of water and analyzing the associated
environmental effects in general terms” (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact
Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173; emphasis added).

Response to Comment I21-144:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-143. The analysis of the
cumulative impacts on public services is adequate under CEQA, which must reflect the severity
of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and need not provide as great detail as is
provided for the effects attributable to the project alone (CEQA Guidelines, §15130). For the
General Plan policies referenced in the cumulative analysis the commenter is referred to the
individual resource chapters in Chapter 3 which discuss the applicable policies for each impact
analysis.

Response to Comment I21-145:
The RDEIR provides an adequate analysis of the impacts the proposed project would have on the
provision of public services (RDEIR, Section 3.9). Commenter is referred to Master Response #4
and Response to Comment I21-144 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan
and Programmatic EIR. While population growth and the associated development under the
horizon year (2030) of the General Plan is reasonably foreseeable, development on any particular
parcel is largely speculative (see Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992)
5 Cal.App.4th 351). The County cannot predict precisely where development will occur up to the
year 2030 such that it could specifically identify the impacts of that site specific development.
Furthermore, the impacts of County wide development addressed in the individual resource
chapters of the RDEIR include all types of development including residential, commercial, and
industrial, as well as infrastructure projects (such as police stations, fire stations, libraries,
schools). It would not be feasible to provide the level of detail requested for police stations, for
every type of facility in the County, nor do these facilities necessarily warrant greater detail. For
example, the impacts of constructing a building would be same whether it is ultimately operated
as library or commercial space.
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Response to Comment I21-146:
The comment states that “there is no indication that the wastewater systems analysis is, in fact,
based on buildout of the General Plan…” Please see Response to Comment I21-49 which
addresses this issue. The RDEIR provides an adequate analysis of the impacts the proposed
project would have on the provision of public services (RDEIR, Section 3.9). Commenter is
referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan and
Programmatic EIR. The comment also faults the RDEIR for failing to provide more detailed
analysis of future wastewater treatment facilities.
Commenter is also referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for
the General Plan and Programmatic EIR. The RDEIR also notes that ‘It is not always possible to
assure adequate capacity and facilities fifteen or twenty years in advance of growth due to
funding limitations, permitting requirements, and environmental entitlements… their success
depends upon the decisions of service providers who are not under jurisdiction of the County”
(RDEIR page 3.9-50 through 3.9-53). However, this is appropriate under CEQA for wastewater.
As discussed in the In re Bay-Delta case, over a 30-year period, it is “impracticable to foresee with
certainty specific source of water and their impacts…The PEIS/R complied with CEQA by
identifying potential sources of water and analyzing the associated environmental effects in general
terms” (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings
(2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173; emphasis added). Please also see Response to Comment I21-145 which
discusses the appropriate level of detail for specific types of development within the County.
The comment also suggests the County is relying upon “advanced planning…” for the impact
conclusion. The Commenter is referred to RDEIR page 3.9-54 which concludes that impacts
associated with wastewater (Impact 3.9-2) would be significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment I21-147:
The comment states that the RDEIR fails to provide “specific information about the General
Plan’s approach to land use development…” Please see Master Response #4 and #5 which
addresses this issue.
The commenter’s statement regarding the potential water quality issues regarding septic systems
is noted. The RDEIR provides an adequate analysis of the impacts the proposed project would
have on the provision of public services (RDEIR, Section 3.9, page 3.9-50). Assumptions for this
analysis were included in the RDEIR page 3.9-16. Please see Response to Comment I21-49 for
greater details.

Response to Comment I21-148:
Contrary to the comment, the criteria listed on RDEIR page 3.9-33 are those criteria from
Appendix G. The significance criteria applied in the RDEIR are discussed on RDEIR page 3.9-35
and 3.6-37. Furthermore, Impacts 3.6-1 and 3.9-2 address the impacts referenced in the Appendix
G criteria in the comment [Impact 3.6-1 “The proposed project could violate water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality”]; [“Impact 3.9-2:

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-495

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

The proposed project could result in wastewater treatment demand in excess of planned capacity
that cannot be met by new or expanded facilities”].
Please see Response to Comment I11-35 which addresses issues between infrastructure and water
quality.

Response to Comment I21-149:
Commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan
policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan, programmatic EIR, and
mitigation measures.

Response to Comment I21-150:
This comment reiterates the concerns expressed in Comment I21-50 regarding the adequacy of
the RDEIR’s analysis of impacts to biological resources, and cites various statements in the
RDEIR describing existing conditions to underscore its concerns regarding impacts to these
resources. This comment also mentions migration corridors.
Impacts to wildlife movement are addressed under Impact 3.11-4 (RDEIR pp. 3.11-41 through
3.11-43). As discussed in the RDEIR, despite the adoption and implementation of a variety of
policies and implementation measures, including new ERM Policies (ERM-1.15, ERM-1.16 and
ERM-1.9), development under the General Plan 2030 Update would still result in the overall
reduction of habitat, including habitat areas that would otherwise functions as corridors
facilitating species movement. This impact is significant and unavoidable. The commenter is also
referred to the responses prepared for Comment I5-4 and Comment I21-50.
Please note that, unlike the situation addressed in Environmental Planning and Information
Council of Western El Dorado County v. County of El Dorado, 131 Cal.App.3d 350 [EIRs for
two general plan amendments legally inadequate because they compared the impacts of the
amendments with the county's existing general plan rather than actual conditions in the areas]
impact analysis in the RDEIR evaluates the proposed project’s impacts to biological resources in
comparison to existing conditions.

Response to Comment I21-151:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I16-10. The commenter
misquotes CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) and the language on RDEIR page 5-4. The
RDEIR explains that there are two approaches under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) for a
cumulative analysis, (1) List Method, and (2) the Regional Growth Projections Method (not “a
summary of projects” which would be more akin to approach (1)). The RDEIR clearly explains
that it is using the Regional Growth Projections Method (RDEIR page 5-4). As discussed on page
5-4, “The analysis is based primarily on a summary of projections provided by the Tulare County
Association of Governments (TCAG). Projections for the surrounding counties of Fresno, Kings,
and Kern as well as the cities of Kingsburg and Delano are based on projections provided by the
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Department of Finance.” These population projections were provided in the project description
(TCAG) and in Table 5-2.

Response to Comment I21-152:
The commenter faults the RDEIR for not referring back to the general plans. However, as
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(b) the RDEIR is only required to include
“a summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan…” The
RDEIR appropriately includes these projections in Table 5.2.
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I16-10. CEQA requires an EIR
to evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed project with a sufficient degree of analysis
to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of the environmental consequences (CEQA Guidelines, §15151). The
level of detail provided in the evaluation should comport with what is reasonably feasible given
the nature and scope of the proposed project. (Id.) The analysis of the cumulative impacts should
reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and need not provide as
great detail as that provided for the effects attributable to the project alone (CEQA Guidelines,
§15130). The analysis of the cumulative impacts on public services is adequate under these
CEQA standards. The RDEIR covers the environmental impacts of the proposed General Plan,
both of the individual project and cumulatively with a level of detail appropriate for a General
Plan. See Master Response #4 for a discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the General
Plan and programmatic EIR. The level of detail provided of the General Plan RDEIR cumulative
impact analysis corresponds to that for the project analysis, which is more general in nature than a
project-specific EIR. In a programmatic General Plan EIR, it is appropriate to leave a more
detailed discussion for future project-level analysis when more specific information is known (Al
Larson Boat Shop, Inc. et al. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Long Beach
(1993) 18 Cal. App. 4th 729, 747).

Response to Comment I21-153:
The commenter is referred to the responses prepared for Comments I16-10 and I21-152. Please
see Response to Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5 for discussion of focused growth
proposed under the General Plan.

Response to Comment I21-154:
The RDEIR included the four proposed development projects in its cumulative analysis, as stated
in the RDEIR and reiterated by commenter. The cumulative analysis is just that – cumulative. It
does not analyze each past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future project with the project
separately, it analyzes all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects together with
the project. Therefore, specific projects included in the cumulative impact evaluation are
generally not called out individually in the analysis.
The RDEIR has identified all feasible mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant effects,
as required by CEQA. Commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the
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enforceability of General Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I21-155:
The RDEIR has sufficiently analyzed impacts of the proposed project and mitigated the
significant impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the requirements of CEQA. Although the
General Plan is intended to be a self-mitigating document, many of the impacts remain significant
and unavoidable despite the implementation of mitigating policies and implementation measures
found in the General Plan and those modified through the environmental analysis.
Future individual projects subsequent to the draft General Plan may be required to undergo
additional environmental review that will determine site-specific impacts and accompanying
mitigation measures pursuant to policies of the General Plan and other local, State, and federal
regulatory requirements. The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4. Most of the
comment letters suggestions have been to focus growth. As discussed in the response to
comments above, in particular Response to Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5, the County
has taken this approach, and included several alternatives which provide even greater densities.
However, CEQA Guidelines do not require the County to prove a negative (i.e. that additional
mitigation measures do not exist). As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(5),
“If the lead agency determines that a mitigation measures cannot be legally imposed, the measure
need not be proposed or analyzed.”

Response to Comment I21-156:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-155. Responses to specific
mitigation measures suggested by commenter are provided in the responses to the comments in
which those specific measures are proposed.

Response to Comment I21-157:
The RDEIR has identified all feasible mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant effects,
as required by CEQA. Commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the
enforceability of General Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and
programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I21-158:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General
Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. As
discussed in Master Response, #3 General Plan policies should not be read in a vacuum
Furthermore, the County General Plan does not stand alone in controlling new development; there
are numerous state, federal and local regulations that will shape the way buildout/development
occurs within the County.
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Response to Comment I21-159:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General
Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR. See
Response to Comment I21-158. Please also see Response to Comment I21-158.
Senate Bill 50 (SB 50) [1998] limits the power of Cities and Counties to require fiscal mitigation
on home developers as a condition of approving new development and provides for a
standardized developer fee. SB 50 generally provides for a 50/50 State and local school facilities
funding match, with a $9.2 billion bond authorized to fund the State portion. SB 50 also provides
for three levels of statutory impact fees. The application level depends on whether State funding
is available, whether the school district is eligible for State funding and whether the school
district meets certain additional criteria involving bonding capacity, year-round school and the
percentage of moveable classrooms in use.
California Government Code Sections 65995-65998 sets forth provisions to implement SB 50.
Specifically, according to Section 65995(h), the payment of statutory fees is “deemed to be full
and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving,
but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in
governmental organization or reorganization...on the provision of adequate school facilities.” The
school district is responsible for implementing the specific methods for mitigating school impacts
under the Government Code.

Response to Comment I21-160:
Impacts associated with Construction Noise are addressed on RDEIR page 3.9-23. As described
in the RDEIR, several policies included in the Health and Safety Element have been developed to
address temporary construction-related noise impacts. These policies and implementation
measures include the following:


HS-8.2 Noise Impacted Areas. The County shall designate areas as noise-impacted if
exposed to existing or projected noise levels that exceed 60 dB Ldn (or Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)) at the exterior of buildings [Noise Policy; 3.3.1] [Noise
Element Pg. 18].



HS-8.6 Noise Level Criteria. The County shall ensure noise level criteria applied to land
uses other than residential or other noise-sensitive uses are consistent with the
recommendations of the California Office of Noise Control (CONC) [Noise Policy;
3.3.5] [Noise Element Pg. 20].



HS-8.7 Inside Noise. The County shall ensure that in instances where the windows and
doors must remain closed to achieve the required inside acoustical isolation, mechanical
ventilation or air conditioning is provided [Noise Policy; 3.3.2] [Noise Element Pg. 18].



Health and Safety Implementation Measure #21. The County shall adopt the Tulare
County Noise Ordinance to incorporate standards set forth in the Health and Safety
Element [Noise Implementation; 4-5] [Noise Element Pg. 27].



Health and Safety Implementation Measure #22. The County should develop and
adopt a peak noise standards ordinance to regulate the operation and use of peak noise
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generating uses throughout the County and ensure residents and visitors are not subject to
excessive peak noise nuisances [New Program].
In addition to these policies, the environmental analysis suggested the following additional policy
specific to construction-related noise to ensure an impact conclusion of less than significant.


HS-8.18 Construction Noise. The County shall seek to limit the potential noise impacts
of construction activities by limiting construction activities to the hours of 7 am to 7 pm,
Monday through Saturday when construction activities are located near sensitive
receptors. No construction shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without a permit
from the County to minimize noise impacts associated with development near sensitive
receptors. [New Policy - Draft EIR Analysis].

In reviewing this comment, the County is proposing the following revision to proposed Policy
HS-8.18 along with the following additional new policies to ensure an impact conclusion of less
than significant.


HS-8.183 Construction Noise. The County shall seek to limit the potential noise impacts
of construction activities by limiting construction activities to the hours of 7 am to 7 pm,
Monday through Saturday when construction activities are located near sensitive
receptors. No construction shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without a permit
from the County to minimize noise impacts associated with development near sensitive
receptors. [New Policy - Draft EIR Analysis].



HS-8.14 Construction Noise Control. The County shall ensure that construction
contractors implement best practices guidelines (i.e., berms, screens, etc.) as appropriate
and feasible to reduce construction-related noise impacts on surrounding land uses [New
Policy – Final EIR].



HS-8.15 Buffering of Sensitive Receptors. The County shall seek to limit the potential
noise impacts of construction activities by limiting construction activities to the hours of
7 am to 7 pm, Monday through Saturday when construction activities are located near
sensitive receptors. No construction shall occur on Sundays or national holidays without
a permit from the County to minimize noise impacts associated with development near
sensitive receptors. [New Policy - Draft EIR Analysis].

Response to Comment I21-161:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of General
Plan policies and the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan and programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I21-162:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-154.

Response to Comment I21-163:
Please see Master Response #9 for additional information regarding the analysis and reasonable
range of alternatives provided in the RDEIR The commenter is also directed to Master Response
#4, which provides additional information regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and
the appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of
the General Plan 2030 Update. As discussed therein the level of detail provided for the
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alternatives analysis is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) which states that
“the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant
effects of the project as proposed.”

Response to Comment I21-164:
Commenter’s support for the City-Centered Alternative is noted and will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration. Alternative 5 (Confined Growth Alternative) was
determined to be the environmentally-superior alternative. Although Alternative 2 and Alternative 5
would have similar impacts on the environment, Alternative 5 is slightly more restrictive in allowing
development within the County (no net gain) and would therefore result in a greater protection of open
space/agricultural resources (See RDEIR Section 4.3). Therefore, it was determined to be
environmentally superior to Alternative 2 (though it would not reduce any of the significant and
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project to less than significant).
Furthermore, the RDEIR acknowledges that there would be a reduction in emission associated with
vehicle miles traveled “Confined growth may reduce the overall number of vehicle miles driven...”
(RDEIR page 4-33.) However, the RDEIR also acknowledges in the subsequent sentence that
individual dwelling units, wherever they are constructed, will still result in a significant number of
vehicle miles traveled and other related stationary source emissions.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 regarding the analysis and range of alternatives
provided in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I21-165:
Commenter’s support for the City-Centered Alternative is noted and will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration. Contrary to the statement in the comment, Alternative 2
(City-Centered Alternative) has not been rejected. Consistent with CEQA requirements, the RDEIR
compared the alternatives to the proposed project and determined the environmentally superior
alternative (See RDEIR Section 4.4). While the analysis noted the alternatives ability to meet the
project objectives (RDEIR page 4-19) this did not constitute a rejection of these alternatives. As
noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, potential alternatives are only required to meet most
of the project objectives. Furthermore, decisions regarding adoption of the proposed project or an
alternative are made after certification of the RDEIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15092
[“After considering the final EIR and in conjunction with the findings under Section 15091, the
lead agency may decide whether or how to approve or carry out the project”). Finally, the
statement of objectives sought by the proposed project meet the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines section 15124 (b).
Please see Master Response #9 for additional discussion of the alternatives. Please see Response
to Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5 for discussion of buildout of the General Plan.
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Response to Comment I21-166:
The commenter states that the RDEIR should be recirculated. Commenter is referred to the response
prepared for Comment I14-113.

Response to Comment I21-167:
The commenter’s opinion that approval of the General Plan 2030 Update would violate a
Regional Welfare Doctrine is noted. Please see Master Response #4 and #5.

Response to Comment I21-168:
An EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency decision makers and the
public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project (CEQA Guidelines, §15121).
Social and economic effects are not environmental effects under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines,
§15131). The RDEIR adequately analyzes the proposed project’s environmental impact on
Agricultural Resources in the project area as required by CEQA (RDEIR sections 3.10 and 5.3).
The policy considerations raised by commenter, including the general welfare of the region and
the monetary production value of the region’s farmland are not environmental effects of the
project and need not be discussed in the EIR, but will be forwarded to County decision makers for
their consideration.

Response to Comment I21-169:
Commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I21-168. The RDEIR adequately
analyzes the proposed project’s impact on climate change as required by CEQA (RDEIR sections
3.4 and 5.3). In addition, the County has developed a Climate Action Plan to address climate
change. See Master Response #10 for a complete description of the Climate Action Plan. Please
also see Response to Comment I21-2 and Master Response #5 for discussion of buildout of the
General Plan. The comment will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I21-170:
Please see Response to Comment I21-72 for discussion of consultation with the Cities. The policy
considerations raised by commenter regarding coordination between the County and Cities under
the General Plan 2030 Update will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR and no further response
is required.

Letter I22. Southern Sierra Archaeological Society
Response to Comment I22-1:
The commenter describes their organization and states that they are providing comments on the
General Plan; therefore this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No
further response is required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
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Response to Comment I22-2:
The RDEIR has sufficiently analyzed impacts of the proposed project and mitigated those
impacts to the extent feasible pursuant to the requirements of CEQA for a Program EIR (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168). The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of
the enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail
for a general plan EIR.

Response to Comment I22-3:
The commenter’s opinion regarding Concept 2 in the General Plan 2030 Update is noted. The
comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of the RDEIR; no further response is required.

Response to Comment I22-4:
The commenter’s opinion regarding Concept 3 and the General Plan 2030 Update is noted. Please
see RDEIR page 3.10-14 for discussion of proposed policies and implementation measures to
avoid conversion of agricultural land. The comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of
the RDEIR; no further response is required.

Response to Comment I22-5:
The commenter’s opinion regarding Concept 4 is noted. The comment does not discuss the
adequacy or content of the RDEIR; no further response is required.

Response to Comment I22-6:
The commenter recommendation to remove Guideline Principle 5: New Town Impacts is noted. The
commenter’s request will be forwarded to County decision makers for additional consideration.
The comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of the RDEIR; no further response is
required

Response to Comment I22-7:
Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of General Plan implementation. The commenter’s
policy-related questions will be forwarded to County decision makers for additional consideration.
The comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of the RDEIR; no further response is
required.

Response to Comment I22-8:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR; see Master Response #5
for a discussion of the various planning boundaries. No further response is required.
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Response to Comment I22-9:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response required.
Comments will be forwarded to County decision makers for consideration.

Response to Comment I22-10:
The commenter’s policy-related questions will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration. The comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of the RDEIR; no further
response is required.

Response to Comment I22-11:
The commenter’s policy-related questions and comments will be forwarded to County decision
makers for consideration. The comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of the RDEIR;
no further response is required.

Response to Comment I22-12:
The comment suggests focusing development so as to avoid impacts to natural and cultural resources.
Please see RDEIR pages 3.12-1 and 3.12-8 for discussion of existing historic and archaeological
preservation regulations as well as proposed General Plan policies. Additionally, as discussed in the
Master Response #4, the County will need to balance numerous environmental and policy
considerations when reviewing specific projects. Mandatory language or outright bans on
development in certain areas suggested in the comment, while beneficial for one resource area such as
cultural resources, could potentially have unintended consequences for other resources areas. While
the County has addressed these impacts to the greatest extent feasible in the RDEIR, there could be
unknown circumstances and parcels of property with peculiar features which warrant some flexibility.

Response to Comment I22-13:
The commenter’s policy-related questions and comments will be forwarded to County
decision makers for consideration. The comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of
the RDEIR; no further response is required.
Response to Comment I22-14:
The commenter recommends that additional language be added to a policy. The recommended
change doesn’t fundamentally affect the strength of the policy. “Historical resources” is the general
term used to indicate a site with demonstrated potential for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places and/or the California Register of Historical Resources. Such resources are included in
policy ERM 6.2, by definition. Also, general plan policies should not be viewed in a vacuum, but
are instead should be interpreted as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the whole General Plan).
The commenter’s recommendations for the General Plan policy will be forwarded to County
decision makers for additional consideration.
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Response to Comment I22-15:
The commenter recommends changes to the language of policy ERM-6.3. Please see Master
Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and the level of detail
appropriate for a general plan EIR. The General Plan is a guide to future land use patterns and
the policies are designed to guide decision-making on future development projects. The General
Plan does not provide all the mitigation that may be necessary for all future development projects.
Further environmental analysis as required by CEQA would occur on a project specific basis and
appropriate site specific mitigation for each development site would be identified at that time in
order to ensure that the policies set forth in the General Plan 2030 Update are followed and that
impacts are avoided to the greatest extent feasible.

Response to Comment I22-16:
The commenter recommends that additional language be added to a policy. It appears commenter is
recommending language on implementation measure 49, on page 8-32 of the Revised Draft General
Plan 2030 Update. There is no implementation measure 58. While the recommended change doesn’t
fundamentally affect the strength of the policy, the following revision is proposed for Implementation
Measure #49:


Environmental Resources Management Implementation Measure #49. The County
shall incorporate provisions into development regulations that in the event archaeological
and/or buried historic resources are discovered during site excavation, grading, or
construction, work on the site will be suspended until the significance of the features can
be determined by a qualified archaeologist. If significant resources are determined to
exist, the archaeologist shall make recommendations for protection or recovery of the
resource. [New Program].

Response to Comment I22-17:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the
various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I22-18:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the
various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Additionally, most
policies include use of the word “shall”, which indicates an unequivocal directive for the County.
Also, see Master Response #7 for a discussion of the use of implementation measures.

Response to Comment I22-19:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the
various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I22-20:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the
various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR and Master Response #4
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regarding the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan EIR. Also, see Master Response #7
for a discussion of the use of implementation measures.

Response to Comment I22-21:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the
various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Also, please see Response
to Comment I22-12 and I22-15.

Response to Comment I22-22:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments I22-2 through I22-21 regarding the adequacy of
specific policies and mitigation measures addressed by commenter.

Response to Comment I22-23:
The comment is noted. Please see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I22-24:
The comment is noted. The commenter is referred to the Environmental Resources Management
element of the General Plan 2030 Update for a description of all policies designed to address
important cultural, historic, and archaeological resources in the County. Please also see Master
Response #1 and #3.

Letter I23. Tulare County Citizens for Responsible Growth
Response to Comment I23-1:
The commenter’s introductory statement is noted.

Response to Comment I23-2:
The commenter’s introductory statement is noted.

Response to Comment I23-3:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No
further response required. Please see Master Response #3 and #5.

Response to Comment I23-4:
The commenter provides a summary of their comment letter and does not address the content or
adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response required.

Response to Comment I23-5:
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General
Plan focuses future growth within established urban areas. Many of the goals and policies used to
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accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Also, see
Master Response #3 and Master Response #4 regarding the enforceability of general plan policies and
the appropriate level of detail for a general plan EIR.
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of growth corridors and new towns.
As discussed on General Plan, Part I, page 2-3:
“For cities, the County Adopted City UDB is an officially adopted and mapped County line
delineating the area expected for urban growth over a 20-year period. This line may be
coterminous to the Local Agency Formation Commissions Sphere of Influence. Land within
a County Adopted City UDB may be appropriate for development.
For unincorporated communities, the UDB is a County adopted line dividing land to be
developed from land to be protected for agricultural, natural, open space, or rural uses. It
serves as the official planning area for communities over a 20 year period.”

Response to Comment I23-6:
See Master Response #5 for a discussion of the various planning boundaries and overall project
build out. The RDEIR analyzes infrastructure and the availability of utilities and other public
services in section 3.9. The comment is also directed to Master Response #3 for discussion of
General Plan implementation.

Response to Comment I23-7:
The commenter’s general concerns about land use under the General Plan 2030 Update are noted.
Responses to commenter’s specific suggestions regarding the protection of agricultural land and
open space are provided below, in Responses to Comments I23-8 through I23-11. Additionally
see Response to Comment I23-5 and Master Response #5 for discussion of project buildout.
Please also note that an EIR’s impacts are made in comparison to existing conditions not the
existing General Plan, as suggested in the comment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125).

Response to Comment I23-8:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #1, #3, #4, and #5. Numerous policies encourage
growth in or adjacent to existing urban development, regardless of whether the development is
under County or city jurisdiction, which would minimize the environmental impacts of new
development. Additionally, see General Plan 2030 Update Policies PF-1.2, 2.8, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4,
4.17; AG-1.10; LU-1.8, 2.7, 5.4; ED-1.8, 2.3, 6.1, 6.2; AQ-3.1, 3.2, 3.6, and TC-4.4. However,
general plan policies should not be viewed in a vacuum, but are instead should be interpreted as
part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the whole General Plan).

Response to Comment I23-9:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-7 and I23-8. Please see
Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of growth corridors and new towns. The commenter is
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referred to Master Response #1, #3, and #4 for discussion of General Plan implementation and level of
details.

Response to Comment I23-10:
The commenter is directed to the responses prepared for Letter I12.Response
to Comment I23-11:
The commenter’s support for the Healthy Growth Alternative is noted. Please see Master
Response #9 for further discussion of RDEIR alternatives.

Response to Comment I23-12:
As discussed under Response to Comment I23-5, the proposed General Plan policies focus
growth in or adjacent to existing urban development or public services, regardless of whether the
development is under County or city jurisdiction. Further, as specific projects are implemented
under the General Plan 2030 Update, the County will individually review the requirements of
each specific project in context of the applicable policies contained in the updated General Plan
2030 Update. As such, it is not necessary to restrict land use designations and zoning as the
commenter suggests. Further, the suggested restrictions would undermine Project Objectives by
impeding the County’s ability to provide opportunities for growth, quality of life improvements,
economic viability and reinvestment in small unincorporated communities, and to coordinate and
cooperate with agencies and organizations with land management responsibilities in Tulare
County. See Master Response #5 for a discussion of the various planning boundaries and overall
project build out
The Healthy Growth Alternative need not be analyzed in the EIR because it is a variation on
RDEIR Alternative 5 and does not offer significant environmental advantages in comparison with
the alternatives presented in the EIR (Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of
Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022 [an EIR need not analyze multiple variations on the
alternatives selected for analysis]; Save San Francisco Bay Ass’n v. San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (1992) 10 Cal. App. 4th 908; Sequoyah Hills
Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal. App. 4th 704 [an EIR does not need to
analyze alternatives that do not offer significant advantages over the alternatives presented in the
EIR, or that constitute an alternative version of an alternative presented in the EIR]). The
commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for further discussion of this issue. Also, general
plan policies should not be viewed in a vacuum, but are instead should be interpreted as part of a
comprehensive system (i.e. the whole General Plan).

Response to Comment I23-13:
The commenter expresses general disagreement with the General Plan 2030 Update policies
intended to direct growth to areas within or adjacent to existing urban areas, and recommends
abolishing development boundaries around communities and hamlets. The commenter also
expresses a concern that “anything goes” in the UDBs and HDBs. The commenter is referred to
Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan. The Community and
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CAUDB’s/CACUAB’s with minor exceptions in Dinuba and Pixley, are not being amended. The
UDBs and HDBs are hard boundaries and must require a General Plan Amendment. The Mixed
Use designation is interim until formal plans are accepted. The Hamlet Boundaries were tightly
drawn to reflect existing urban development and to discourage encroachment to existing
agricultural lands. As also noted in Response to Comment I23-5 there are a number of existing
UDB’s which have been incorporated into the General Plan. These UDBs provide additional
clarification to the land use designations. Furthermore, the County has existing zoning for these
areas which will remain in place while the General Plan is being implemented. Development
within UDBs and UABs will consist of an appropriate combination of land uses consistent with the
County’s General Plan and local area plans. See Figure 4-1 on page 4-5 of the Goals and Policies
Report to see the boundaries for Tulare County Planning Areas. Table 4.2 on page 4-10 of the Goals
and Policies Report lists the land use designations permitted in the County and descriptions for those
land use designations can be found starting on page 4-15 of the Goals and Policies Report. The
comment also appears inconsistent with suggestions in Comment I23-14 which suggest
“emphasizing mixed-use.” Also see the content for community plans is included in Table 2.1 and
Hamlet plans are addressed in PF-3.
The commenter’s policy concerns are noted and will be shared with decision makers prior to a
decision on the proposed project. The commenter’s suggestion to abolish development
boundaries appears to be inconsistent with the commenter’s suggestion in comment I23-12 to use
such boundaries to regulate development through restrictive land use designations and zoning
within these boundaries. Please see responses to Comments I23-8 and I23-12 for additional
discussion. See Master Response #5 for a discussion of the various planning boundaries and overall
project build out. Please also see Response to Comment A8-10 which discusses how market
conditions were addressed in the projected buildout of the General Plan.
The comment also states that “there are far too many opportunities for the UDB to be changed
anytime there is a subdivision proposal.” Please see Response to Comment I27-5 for discussion
of subdivisions. The commenter is also referred to General Plan Policy PF-2.2, subsection (3)
which states “Expansion of a UDB to include additional agricultural land shall only be allowed
when other non-agricultural lands are not reasonably available to the community or are not
suitable for expansion” (Emphasis added).

Response to Comment I23-14:
The commenter states that they support the American Farmlands Trust proposed Development
Efficiency Targets but does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further
response provided. The commenter’s opinion will be shared with decision makers prior to a
decision on the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment I23-10 and Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I23-15:
The commenter provides an opinion or criticism on the General Plan 2030 Update, in this case on the
planned community and growth corridor concepts. Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 for
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discussion of growth corridors and new towns. See Master Response #5 for a discussion of the various
planning boundaries and overall project build out.

Response to Comment I23-16:
The commenter provides an opinion or criticism on the General Plan 2030 Update (i.e. on policies,
implementation measures, etc.). Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of growth
corridors and new towns.

Response to Comment I23-17:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-16 and A8-7.

Response to Comment I23-18:
The commenter’s views will be shared with decision makers prior to a decision on the proposed
project. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-16.

Response to Comment I23-19:
As discussed in the Revised Draft General Plan 2030 Update, the Corridor Framework Plan in
Part II establishes policies that would guide the potential location adoption of “Corridor Plans”
within the County. If and when adopted, the Corridor Plans will become part of Part III of the
General Plan. Corridor Plans may include the Mooney Corridor Concepts Plan (suspended by
Tulare County Board of Supervisors, General Plan Amendment 04-001 and Resolution No. 040651 pending adoption of the Corridor Framework Plan) as well as additional Corridor Plans yet
to be determined. Proposed Policy C-1.4 would allow the County to locate, support the development,
and adoption of regional growth corridor plans to maximize the economic development potential
of areas located perpendicular to major transportation routes for uses such as: value added
agricultural related industrial employers, major industrial employers, regional retail, office parks,
and highway commercial. Policy C-1.4 is part of the framework for future regional growth
corridor plans that have not yet been proposed. Regional Growth Corridor plans would undergo
CEQA review to evaluate potential impacts when they are actually proposed. Policy C-1.6 would
establish an interim policy that would allow, but not require, the County to approve highway
oriented commercial, industrial and mixed use development if all of the listed criteria are met.
The criteria in C-1.6 would effectively confine development to certain areas within a 1/8 mile of a
rail stop, or intersection with State Routes 65 and 99. Policy C-1.6 and implementation #2
significantly narrows the field regarding available locations. Please see Master Response #3
regarding implementation and enforcement of the General Plan. As described in that response, the
General Plan 2030 Update is not proposing any specific new corridor project at this time.
Additionally, the commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-7 which states
the following. The referenced policies for New Towns (planned communities) and Corridor Plans
are procedures for the creation of more area specific plans which would be included in Part III of
the General Plan. This type of planning methodology is similar to that provided in the
Government Code for the creation of a Specific Plans (Government Code Section 65450 et seq.).
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However creation of procedures to evaluate future proposals does not necessitate environmental
review because no New Towns (planned communities) or Corridor Plans are currently proposed
as part of this General Plan Update.
The Board of Supervisors adopted a planned community zone ordinance in 2007 which provides
regulatory procedures by which large land areas can be planned, zoned, developed, serviced, and
administered as individually integrated communities. The General Plan 2030 Update includes
policies to provide criteria for planned communities in Part I Planning Framework Chapter
Section 5 (New Towns). The planned community area land use designation is included in Part I
Land Use Chapter 4. This designation when applied in the future in site specific development will
provide the means for comprehensive planning for long term community development on large
tracts of land, typically under unified ownership or development control, which requires a
minimum of 200 contiguous acres and allows for master planning where a community plan
typically does not currently exist. Planned communities must be in compliance with Policy PF
5.2-13 which requires that a future Planned Community must be consistent with an associated
area plan. Proposed General Plan 2030 Update Goal PF-5 policies address development of new
towns (planned communities). These policies direct the County to discourage haphazard
development, and to consider how such future planned communities would affect the area as
whole, and other policies and proposals of the General Plan, including preservation of the
agricultural economic base. Policy PF-5-2 includes a criterion that such communities should not
cause any conversion of Prime Farmland, if Farmland of State wide Importance or of lesser
quality is available and suitable for development. Nevertheless, as discussed above, conversion of
Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses is considered a significant, unavoidable impact of
the proposed General Plan 2030 Update.
Additionally, any such future proposals will have separate environmental review under CEQA.
As an example, the commenter is directed to Master Response #11, which provides background
on the Yokohl Ranch Project. While this project is considered a” New Town”, the entitlements
for the Yokohl Ranch Project are not included and will not be considered for approval as part of
the General Plan 2030 Update. The Yokohl Ranch Company has filed an individual general plan
application (GPA 07-002) with the County that will be considered on a separate timing track
independent of the General Plan 2030 Update. The Yokohl Ranch project will be subject to a
program and project level EIR which will be circulated in the future on a separate timing track.

Response to Comment I23-20:
Please see Response to Comment A8-7. As discussed therein, the General Plan 2030 Update
consists of a comprehensive update of Tulare County’s existing General Plan. The historic three
tier structure of the General Plan remains formalized as three “Parts.” Part I is the Goals and
Policies Report; Part II is the Area Plans; Part III consists of individual, existing Community,
sub-area and other localized plans (RDEIR, Section 2.4, Project Description, p. 2-8). As
discussed in the Goals and Policies Report, standards of population density for residential uses
can be derived by multiplying the maximum allowable number of dwelling units per gross acre
by the average number of persons per dwelling unit assumed for the applicable residential
designation (See General Plan Part I, page 4-4). Standards of building intensity for non-
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residential uses such as commercial and industrial development are stated as maximum floor-area
ratios (FARs). A floor-area ratio is the ratio of the gross building square footage on a lot to the net
square footage of the lot (or parcel) (General Plan 2030 Update, February 2010 Goals and
Policies Report, p. 4-4). Density and intensity for land use designations are disclosed at pages 415 through 4-21 of the Goals and Policies Report. The General Plan 2030 Update therefore meets
the requirements of Government Code §65302 to provide standards of population density and
building intensity and the project description in the RDEIR is adequate. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #5 for a discussion of the various planning boundaries and overall
project build out. Please also see Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation and
enforcement of general plan policies.

Response to Comment I23-21:
Please see Response to Comment A8-10 and Master Response #4. The General Plan 2030 Update
includes sufficient policy guidance, and land use diagrams in Chapter 4 to address programmatic
level detail in those areas described in Part I and Part II of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
existing documents in Part III contain specific land use diagrams and provide sufficient guidance
to zoning issues pertaining to those documents. The documents in Part III are not a part of this
update and the land use diagrams are not being changed as a part of this update. Part III of
consists of a number of existing planning documents: Sub- Area Plans, County Adopted City
General Plans, and Community Plans. These existing plans were not revised or readopted in 2010
as part of the General Plan Update with two exceptions: the Urban Development Boundary for
the Pixley Community Plan was modified to include the Harmon Field Airport and the County
Adopted City General Plan for Dinuba was modified to reflect the recently annexed Dinuba Golf
Course, residential and wastewater treatment area (Goals and Policies Report, pp. 1-4). Density
and intensity for land use designations are disclosed at pages 4-15 through 4-21 of the Goals and
Policies Report. Please also see response to Comment I23-20 for additional discussion. The Goals
and Policies Report provides sufficient basis for correlating the standards with population density
and building intensity for all the various land use designations.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #5 for additional discussion of the various
planning boundaries and overall project build out.
The proposed project buildout is based on a population estimate projections provided by TCAG
and the State Department of Finance. Based on these projections, the proposed project and the
alternatives examine different population distributions within the County. These population
projections provide a reasonable basis for determining the amount land that would be converted
to urban uses.

Response to Comment I23-22:
Please see Response to Comment A8-7, I23-21 and Master Response #5.
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Response to Comment I23-23:
This comment asks for an alternative method of analysis, based on the commenter’s opinion that
analysis in the RDEIR is inadequate for the reasons commenter discusses in Comments I23-20
through I23-22. Please see responses to responses to Comments I23-20 through I23-22, A8-7, and
A8-10. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #5 for a description of the various
planning boundaries and overall project build out. The RDEIR includes a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to take intelligent
account of environmental consequences; additional, alternative methods are not necessary.

Response to Comment I23-24:
Please see response to Comment I23-23. The commenter is also referred to Master Response #5
for a description of the various planning boundaries and overall project build out.

Response to Comment I23-25:
Please see response to Comment I23-23. CEQA requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable
impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d)). As a corollary to this rule, CEQA does not
require analysis of impacts that are too remote or speculative. It is appropriate to discuss
reasonably foreseeable growth at the horizon year of the proposed project, impacts beyond this
time frame are highly speculative. As discussed in In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental
Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173, over a 30-year period, it is
“impracticable to foresee with certainty specific source of water and their impacts…” Similarly,
for the proposed project, maximum theoretical buildout would not occur, if ever, until the year
2123 (see Master Response #5). It is not possible to determine how development will occur
beyond the project’s horizon year in the year 2123. The approach taken in the RDEIR is
consistent with OPR’s 2003 General Plan Guidelines, which states that most jurisdictions select a
15 to 20 year planning horizon. This approach is also consistent with recent CEQA case law (see
Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437 [holding the DEIR
did not need to assume second dwelling unit [theoretical buildout] would be constructed even
though allowed by zoning). The commenter is also referred to Master Response #5 for a
description of the various planning boundaries and overall project build out.

Response to Comment I23-26:
Please see responses to Comments I23-20 through I23-25. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #5 for a description of the various planning boundaries and overall project build out.

Response to Comment I23-27:
Please see responses to Comments I23-20 through I23-26. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #5 for a description of the various planning boundaries and overall project build out.
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Response to Comment I23-28:
A more expansive discussion of the Land Use Diagrams is provided in the RDEIR Project
Description from pages 2-17 through 2-21. Please also see responses to Comments I23-20
through I23-70, A8-7, and A8-10. The commenter is referred to Master Response #5 for a
description of the various planning boundaries and overall project build out. The Community and
CAUDB’s/CACUAB’s with minor exceptions in Dinuba and Pixley, are not being amended. The
UDBs and HDBs are hard boundaries and must require a General Plan Amendment. The Mixed
Use designation is considered an interim condition until formal plans are accepted. The Hamlet
Boundaries were tightly drawn to reflect existing urban development and to discourage
encroachment to existing agricultural lands. Also, general plan policies should not be viewed in a
vacuum, but are instead should be interpreted as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the whole
General Plan).

Response to Comment I23-29:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for a discussion of the
implementation and enforceability, and level of detail of the various policies outlined in the
General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I23-30:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3, #4, and #7 for a discussion of the
implementation and enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030
Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I23-31:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #7 for a discussion of the implementation and
enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. The
very fact that there is a policy pertinent to the project requires the County to address that policy in
reviewing a site specific project.

Response to Comment I23-32:
General Plan policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum (e.g. see Policy PF-1.2 in Response to
Comment I23-31). See Master Response #4 for a discussion of the appropriate level of detail of
the General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR. All of the goals and policies have
been proposed as part of a comprehensive system (i.e. the entire General Plan). For example, see
the table of mitigating policies and implementation measures for Impact 3.1-2 (conflict with other
applicable adopted land use plans) on pages 3.1-23 and 3.1-24 of the RDEIR. Goal PF-4 is a new
goal presented in the RDEIR to “direct urban development within UDBs of existing incorporated
cities and ensure that all development in unincorporated areas adjacent to incorporated cities is
well planned and adequately served by necessary infrastructure and other public facilities and
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furthers countywide economic development goals.” Policy PF-4.7 acknowledges the interests of
incorporated cities in development adjacent to their formal boundaries. The commenter is
referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-8. General Plan 2030 Update policies will be
interpreted in relationship to the other goals, policies, and implementation measures contained in
the General Plan which provide additional clarity on how they will be implemented and the goals
and standards by which they will be achieved. Goals and policies should also be read in
conjunction with other goals, policies, and implementation measures that are part of the proposed
General Plan Please see Master Response #3 and #7 for discussion of implementation and
enforcement of General Plan Policy Language.

Response to Comment I23-33:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-8 and I23-32.

Response to Comment I23-34:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-8and I23-32. The General
Plan provides limited circumstances for expansion of a Hamlet boundary as discussed under
Policy PF-3.2 and a general plan amendment will be required. No such expansions are proposed
at this time beyond the currently proposed borders, and if such expansions are proposed in the
future would be subject to separate CEQA review. The comments discussion of mixed use also
appears inconsistent with suggestions in Comment I23-14 which suggest “emphasizing mixeduse.” Please also see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of New Towns and Growth
Corridors.

Response to Comment I23-35:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-8 and I23-32. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR or environmental issues, therefore no
further response is required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response to Comment I23-36:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I23-8 and I23-32.Please see
Master Response #3 and #7 for discussion of implementation and enforcement of General Plan
Policy Language.

Response to Comment I23-37:
The commenter provides a general opinion or criticism on the General Plan 2030 Update and
RDEIR (i.e. on policies, mitigation measures, etc.) without providing specific suggestions on how
to improve the plan; consequently this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the
RDEIR. Furthermore, the CEQA Guidelines state that “If a lead agency determines that a
mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, the measure need not be proposed or analyzed”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(5)).
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The comment indicates that other comments in this comment letter provide the commenter’s
specific suggestions. The County has comprehensively addressed the environmental challenges
associated with long-term planning for population growth, and has developed detailed policies
and implementation measures intended to reduce environmental effects to less than significant
levels where feasible. Responses are also provided to the commenter’s other comments set out in
this letter.

Response to Comment I23-38:
Existing Setting under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 addresses the existing physical
conditions, therefore projected buildout under the proposed General Plan is necessary for an
appropriate description of the existing setting. Projected buildout was discussed in the RDEIR
Project description on page 2-24. CEQA requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts (see
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d)). As a corollary to this rule, CEQA does not require analysis
of impacts that are too remote or speculative. It is appropriate to discuss reasonably foreseeable
growth at the horizon year of the proposed project, impacts beyond this time frame are highly
speculative. As discussed in In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173, over a 30-year period, it is
“impracticable to foresee with certainty specific source of water and their impacts…” Similarly,
for the proposed project, maximum theoretical buildout would not occur, if ever, until the year
2123 (see Master Response #5). It is not possible to determine how development will occur
beyond the project’s horizon year in the year 2123. The approach taken in the RDEIR is
consistent with OPR’s 2003 General Plan Guidelines, which states that most jurisdictions select a
15 to 20 year planning horizon. This approach is also consistent with recent CEQA case law (see
Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437 [holding the DEIR
did not need to assume second dwelling unit [theoretical buildout] would be constructed even
though allowed by zoning). Also, the commenter is referred to Master Response #5 for a
description of the various planning boundaries and overall project build out.

Response to Comment I23-39:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Also, see the Response to
Comment I23-8 and Master Response #4. Impact 3.1-1 was determined to be less than significant
for the reasons discussed in the RDEIR (see RDEIR section 3.1). Mitigation is only required for
impacts that are determined to be significant and unavoidable (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(3)). Therefore, no mitigation is required for this impact.
Impact 3.1-1 was correctly identified as a less-than-significant impact on pages 3.1-18, 3.1-20,
and 3.1-21 and in Table ES-4 of the RDEIR. The language below was revised to correct a mistake
on page 3.1-21 of the RDEIR:
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As stated above, no additional technologically or economically feasible mitigation measures are
currently available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Consequently, this impact
is considered significant and unavoidable. The policies referenced above were specifically
designed to address established communities. With implementation of the above mentioned
policies, this impact is considered less than significant.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text. The revision does not change the analysis or
conclusions in the RDEIR.
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of New Towns and Growth Corridors.
The comment also suggests elimination of the CACUABs as a mitigation measure. Please see
Response to Comment I23-8 and I23-12.

Response to Comment I23-40:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #4, which provides information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.
Individual policies should not be read in a vacuum. For example the commenter complains that
about treatment of water supply under Policy PF-4.3. The commenter is directed to RDEIR
Section 3.9 for discussion of water supply, and to Policy WR-3.3 “the County shall review new
development proposals to ensure the intensity and timing of growth will be consistent with the
availability of adequate water supplies. Projects must submit a Will-Serve letter as part of the
application process, and provide evidence of adequate and sustainable water availability prior to
approval of the tentative map or other urban development entitlement.”
The comment also raises concerns about sewer facilities under Policy PF-4.12. The commenter is
directed to RDEIR Section 3.9 for discussion of sewer systems, and to Policy PFS-1.3.

Response to Comment I23-41:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response #5 for a description of the various planning boundaries and overall project build
out.
The comment also suggests that to reduce loss of farmland that County must “simply revise the
Land Use Map.” The comment provides no specific information on how this could be
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accomplished while meeting the project objectives or how this could be accomplished while also
providing for projected population growth.
Please note that analysis in the RDEIR conservatively assumed that full buildout would convert
up to 59,435 acres of important farmland within the Rural Valley Lands Plan Area to urban uses
(RDEIR, pp. 3.10-12, 3.10-13). The additional 210 acres would occur within the Springville and
Three Rivers UDB areas, which are located within the Foothill Growth Management Plan area.
Please see discussion of historic agricultural conversion trends on RDEIR pages 3.10-5 – 3.10-6.
As discussed in the RDEIR, the reported major cause of conversion is the downgrading of
important farmlands to other agricultural uses (RDEIR, p. 3.10-13). The commenter’s suggested
measure would conflict with one of the primary objectives of the proposed project, i.e., to focus
growth in defined future growth areas, including the CACUABs (County Adopted City Urban
Area Boundary). Policies from the Planning Framework and Land Use Elements have been
developed to focus future growth within established future growth areas in an effort to minimize
the conversion of important farmlands. Please see RDEIR Section 3.10 for further detail on
agricultural land conversion.

Response to Comment I23-42:
As noted on General Plan, Part I, page 4-4, there are 3.27 persons per dwelling unit. The proposed
General Plan provides land use designations up to 30 dwelling units per acre (equivalent to 98.1
persons per acre), well above the 8 person per acre population density suggested by the commenter
(see proposed General Plan Table 4.1).
The commenter’s suggested policy is essentially a policy designed to ensure infill. The proposed
General Plan 2030 Update already contains numerous policies designed to achieve the same goal
of promoting cluster development and to provide for infill at or above the population densities
and building intensities described in the comment that are consistent with the rural nature of the
County (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, and PF-1.2. PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU-1.8,
LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air Quality
Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including density bonuses and
financial assistance]. Therefore the suggested mitigation measure would not further reduce or
avoid impacts.
Please also see responses to comments from American Farmland Trust, I12-1 through I12-8.

Response to Comment I23-43:
Please see Master Responses #3 and #4 regarding enforceable policy language and appropriate level
of detail in this RDEIR. The commenter is referred to the response to Comment A5-2 which
addresses the issue of conservation easements and recommends the following addition to Policy
AG-1.6:


AG-1.6 Conversion Easements. The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation
Easement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including
“Important Farmlands”), as defined in this Element. This program may require payment
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of an in-lieu fee sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed
restriction, or other farmland conservation mechanism as a condition of approval for
conservation conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If
available, Tthe ACEP may shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of
statewide significance (Prime or other Important Farmlands), or sensitive and necessary
for the preservation of agricultural land, including land that may be part of a community
separator as part of a comprehensive program to establish community separators. The
in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the importance of land
value and shall require equivalent mitigation. [New Policy – Draft EIR Analysis]
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text for this policy. This revision does not change the
analysis or conclusions presented in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I23-44:
The commenter suggests a policy revision. The recommended change doesn’t fundamentally affect
the strength of the policy. Please see Response to Comment I23-42 for discussion of the suggested
policy language. The commenter’s request will be forwarded to County decision makers for
additional consideration.

Response to Comment I23-45:
See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2. It is unclear what impact (resource area) the commenter
is concerned about. Please also see proposed General Plan Table 4.1 which shows that the Land
Use Designation for Valley Agricultural has a maximum of 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres and a
FAR of 0.02. Furthermore, the comment’s suggestion of banning creation of all dwelling units
within these designations could be a down zone and considered a taking in some instances. As
discussed in Master Response #3, such a revision would provide insufficient flexibility and is
considered infeasible for failure to meet project objectives and for policy reasons.
The recommended change doesn’t fundamentally affect the strength of the policy. The
commenter’s request will be forwarded to County decision makers for additional consideration.
Also, see Master Response #3 for a discussion of enforceable policy language and see Master
Response #7 for a discussion of project related implementation measures. As discussed in Master
Response #3, such a revision would provide insufficient flexibility and is considered infeasible
for failure to meet project objectives and for policy reasons.

Response to Comment I23-46:
The County is not “throwing up its hands” and saying there is nothing that can be done about the
impacts of growth. Rather, the County has comprehensively addressed the environmental
challenges associated with long-term planning for population growth, and has developed detailed
policies and implementation measures intended to reduce environmental effects to less than
significant levels where feasible. The seemingly large number of “significant, unavoidable, and
adverse” environmental impacts is a function of (i) the County’s conservative approach in
characterizing the significance of impacts (i.e., calling effects significant in close situations); (ii)
the long-term time horizon of the General Plan and EIR; (iii) the size of the County’s expanding
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footprint under any realistic long-time planning scenario, given projected population growth; (iv)
the specificity used in the EIR in formulating categories of environmental impacts; (v) the
magnitude of development pressures in the region, regardless of the actions of the County; and
(vi) the nature of the existing environmental conditions within the region.

Response to Comment I23-47:
See the response to Comment I23-46. Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that
economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment; therefore it is beyond the scope of the RDEIR to discuss economic impacts.
Furthermore the lost of agricultural land discussed in the comment has occurred prior to
implementation of the proposed General Plan and is not related to the proposed project. The
comment provides no evidence that the proposed General Plan would result in blight conditions.
In fact the proposed General Plan’s objectives are to “protect its agricultural economy while
diversifying employment opportunities.” The proposed General Plan already contains numerous
policies designed to cluster development and provide for infill which would help avoid blighted
conditions (see proposed Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, and PF-1.2. PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air Quality
Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including density bonuses and
financial assistance]).

Response to Comment I23-48:
The RDEIR and the Climate Action Plan provide the reasoning for preparing separate studies and
policies for dairies and feedlots. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for
Comment I11-73 regarding impacts associated with dairy operations and the County’s Animal
Confinement Facilities Program. (“ACFP”).

Response to Comment I23-49:
Forested lands are managed by the U.S. Forest Service and little to no development is planned on
forested lands. Additionally, there are several policies in the General Plan 2030 Update’s
Mountain Framework Plan intended to minimize impacts to forested lands including but not
limited to policies M-1.2, M-1.3, M-1.11, M-1.19, M-1.20, etc. Please also see Response to
Comment I11-21.

Response to Comment I23-50:
The commenter suggests use of a Transfer of Development Rights system to increase protection
of open space lands, and refers to pages from its comment letter on the 2008 DEIR. Please see
Master Response #2 regarding previous comment letters on the 2008 DEIR. To the extent that
the commenter’s concerns include the enforceability or effectiveness of Policies and
Implementation Measures, please see Master Response #3.
The County includes a potential program for the transfer of development rights under ERM
Implementation Measure #48. However, as noted in the General Plan, Part I, page 1-11,
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“Implementation can take time, especially when needed resources are limited and required for
more than one Implementation Measure.”

Response to Comment I23-51:
The commenter refers to its comments on the 2008 DEIR. The commenter expresses a general
objection to “weak wording” in biological resource mitigation measures, and lack of
implementation measures for some policies.
Please see Master Response #2 for a discussion of previously submitted comment letters.

Response to Comment I23-52:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a discussion of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I23-53:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a discussion of implementation and
enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.
Please see Master Response #1 for discussion of previously submitted comment letters. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #5 for a description of the various planning boundaries
and overall project build out. See also Master Response #7 for a discussion of implementation
measures.

Response to Comment I23-54:
Please see Master Response #2 for a discussion of previously submitted comment letters.

Response to Comment I23-55:
The commenter refers to its 2008 comment letter on the previous DEIR, but does not identify
which comments it considers applicable to the revised Draft General Plan 2030 update. Both the
proposed project and the RDEIR have been revised substantially since the 2008 version, such that
previous comments are no longer applicable to the currently proposed General Plan (project),
which is why additional opportunities to comment on the revised General Plan and the RDEIR
have been provided. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2.

Response to Comment I23-56:
The comment does not provide suggestions on how to improve the plan. The proposed project
addresses climate change in a variety of ways, including a land use plan consistent with and
supporting Tulare County Regional Blueprint principles, and policies designed to reduce mobile
and stationary sources of GHG emissions (RDEIR p. 34-32). Table 3.4-5, at pages 3.4-33 through
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3.4-38, lists the General Plan 2030 Update Policies and Implementation Measures that correspond
to or support the Attorney General recommendations. The RDEIR also identifies feasible
mitigation to reduce GHG emissions (RDEIR p. 3.4-38 – 3.4-39, mitigation for Impact 3.4-3).
However, as discussed in the RDEIR, the impact analysis conservatively concludes that Impact
3.4-3 would be significant and unavoidable. Please also see Response to Comments A8-1 through
A8-18 for responses to the Attorney General’s comments.

Response to Comment I23-57:
Discussion of alternatives in the RDEIR includes sufficient information about each alternative to
allow evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. The commenter is referred
to Master Response #9 for further response regarding Alternatives development and analysis.
Consistent with CEQA requirements the RDEIR discusses potentially feasible alternatives that
meet most of the project objectives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). However, a decision on
the adoption of the proposed project or an alternative will be made by the decision makers after
certification of the Final EIR (See CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092).

Response to Comment I23-58:
The commenter requests additional analysis of fire risks, including the financial burden to the
County, and suggests approaches to lowering risk and costs.
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas (existing
unincorporated communities and cities). In fact one of the main objectives of the RDEIR is to
“strictly limit rural residential development in important agricultural areas outside of
unincorporated communities’ and cities’ UABs and UDBs (i.e. avoid residential sprawl)” (See
RDEIR page 2-5). The UDBs and UABs surround these existing communities as demonstrated in
RDEIR Figure 2-2. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are also
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR.
The risk of wildland fires related to the proposed project and the project alternatives is discussed
under Impact 3.8-6 in Section 3.8 and Chapter 4 of the RDEIR respectively. The commenter
suggests ways to reduce risks associated with wildfire. However, analysis in the RDEIR
determined that Impact 3.8-6 (risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires) would be less
than significant for the proposed project and each of the alternatives; additional mitigation is not
necessary (RDEIR pp. 3.8-33, 4-9). Please see Response to Comment I11-20 for a list of
mitigating policies and implementation measures.
Please note that economic effects are not treated as significant effects on the environment per
Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, and thus need not be analyzed in an EIR.

Response to Comment I23-59:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 for a discussion of water supply issues and to
Master Response #2 for a discussion of previously submitted comment letters.
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Response to Comment I23-60:
See the response to Comment I23-8 for discussion on the Healthy Growth Alternative. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #6 for a discussion of water supply issues and to
Master Response #9 for a discussion of project alternatives. Furthermore, the comment suggests
that water supply impacts would be reduced with greater clustered development. However, as
discussed on RDEIR pages 3.9-9 and 3.9-40 increases in urban water demand resulting from
population growth would be offset by decreases in other forms of water use (i.e. agricultural
water conversion). Reducing the amount of agricultural land conversion by clustering
development, as suggested in the comment, would replace urban water demand with agricultural
water demand (which would have a slightly higher water demand).

Response to Comment I23-61:
The County acknowledges existing water quality issues on RDEIR page 3.6-27. Impacts related
to water quality are addressed on RDEIR pages 3.6-37 and 3.6-50. Impacts related to erosion are
addressed in Section 3.7, stormwater and flooding are addressed in Section 3.6. The following
mitigating policies and implementation measures address grading and erosion
Water Resources Element

Health and Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to address soil erosion impacts include the following:
WR-1.10
WR-2.2
WR-2.3
WR-2.4

Channel Modification
NPDES Enforcement
Best Management Practices
Construction Site Sediment Control

HS-2.3
HS-2.4

Hillside Development
Structure Siting

Foothill Growth Management Plan
FGMP-1.2 Grading
FGMP-1.11 Hillside Development
FGMP-4.1 Identification of Environmentally Sensitive Areas
FGMP-8.2 Development Drainage Patterns
FGMP-8.7 Minimize Soil Disturbances

FGMP-8.8 Erosion Mitigation Measures
FGMP-8.10 Development in Hazard Areas
FGMP-8.11 Development on Slopes
FGMP-8.12 Vegetation Removal
FGMP-9.4 Soil Conditions and Development Density
FGMP Implementation Measure #7, #14 and #33

The commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comments A1-2 and I11-33which
further describes General Plan 2030 Update policies WR-1.9 and WR-2.1 through WR-2.8 which
require continued compliance with water quality standards and implementation of best
management practices (BMPs). These BMPs could include but are not limited to the following:


Excavation and grading activities in areas with steep slopes or directly adjacent to open
water shall be scheduled for the dry season only (April 30 to October 15), to the extent
possible. This will reduce the chance of severe erosion from intense rainfall and surface
runoff.



Temporary erosion control measures (such as fiber rolls, staked straw bales, detention
basins, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or other
ground cover) shall be provided until perennial revegetation or landscaping is established
and can minimize discharge of sediment into nearby waterways. For construction within
500 feet of a water body, appropriate erosion control measures shall be placed upstream
adjacent to the water body.
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Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of sediment basins, traps, or other
appropriate measures.



No disturbed surfaces will be left without erosion control measures in place during the
rainy season, from October 15th through April 30th.



Erosion protection shall be provided on all cut-and-fill slopes. Revegetation shall be
facilitated by mulching, hydroseeding, or other methods and shall be initiated as soon as
possible after completion of grading and prior to the onset of the rainy season (by
October 15).



A vegetation and/or engineered buffer shall be maintained, to the extent feasible, between the
construction zone and all surface water drainages including riparian zones.



Effective mechanical and structural BMPs that could be implemented at the project site
include the following:
o

Mechanical storm water filtration measures, including oil and sediment separators or
absorbent filter systems such as the Stormceptor® system, can be installed within the
storm drainage system to provide filtration of storm water prior to discharge.

o

Vegetative strips, high infiltration substrates, and grassy swales can be used where
feasible throughout the development to reduce runoff and provide initial storm water
treatment.

o

Roof drains shall discharge to natural surfaces or swales where possible to avoid
excessive concentration and channelizing storm water.

o

Permanent energy dissipaters can be included for drainage outlets.

o

Water quality detention basins shall be designed to provide effective water quality
control measures including the following, as relevant:
-

Maximize detention time for settling of fine particles;

-

Establish maintenance schedules for periodic removal of sedimentation,
excessive vegetation, and debris that may clog basin inlets and outlets;

-

Maximize the detention basin elevation to allow the highest amount of
infiltration and settling prior to discharge.



Hazardous materials such as fuels and solvents used on the construction sites shall be
stored in covered containers and protected from rainfall, runoff, vandalism, and
accidental release to the environment. All stored fuels and solvents will be contained in
an area of impervious surface with containment capacity equal to the volume of materials
stored. A stockpile of spill cleanup materials shall be readily available at all construction
sites. Employees shall be trained in spill prevention and cleanup, and individuals shall be
designated as responsible for prevention and cleanup activities.



Equipment shall be properly maintained in designated areas with runoff and erosion
control measures to minimize accidental release of pollutants.

Please see Response to Comments I11-55, I11-73, and I11-91 for discussion of impervious
surfaces. Please see Response to Comment I23-38 for discussion of buildout of the General Plan.
Please also see Master Response #4 for the level of detail in a programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I23-62:
Please see response to Comment I23-48 and I11-73.
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Response to Comment I23-63:
The County has selected and used an appropriate methodology that provides information with
sufficient accuracy to inform the public and decision makers. Analysis in the RDEIR utilizes the
TCAG Regional Travel Demand Forecast Model. The TCAG model includes number of
households, number of employees per traffic analysis zones, as well as the future roadway system
(RDEIR, p. 3.2-21). The future population projections are established by the Department of
Finance. Regardless of the zoning, populations will choose to move and or continue to live in
Tulare County. The zoning dictates the placement but not the quantity of incoming population.
Future population distribution within the County is accounted for in the TCAG model, because
the Tulare County road system, along with the General Plan2030 Update Land Use and
Circulation Diagram, identify the areas for future population growth (RDEIR, p. 2-21). The
RDEIR makes reasonable assumptions regarding projected population growth (See RDEIR pp. 224 – 2-25.) Thus the method of analysis in the RDEIR adequately evaluates traffic and
circulation impacts. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of the County’s Land
Use Designations. Please see Response to comment I23-38 and Master Response #5 information
describing the build out assumptions of the General Plan.

Response to Comment I23-64:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a discussion of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Although the proposed project is
intended to be a self-mitigating document, many of the impacts remain significant and
unavoidable despite the implementation of mitigating policies and implementation measures
found in the General Plan 2030 Update and those modified through the environmental analysis.
The County strives for 75% development in the existing communities and 25% rural growth;
which is an adequate distribution of population in this primarily rural county. Please see
Response to Comment I23-8 and Master Response #9 for discussion of alternatives. Please see
individual responses to other comments in this letter regarding suggested mitigation.
Furthermore, as discussed on RDEIR page 4-22 focusing growth within confined areas
(Alternative 2) is expected to result in more traffic within existing urban areas which would see
reductions in their local roadway levels.

Response to Comment I23-65:
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within established community areas (e.g. UDBs, HDBs, etc).
Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on
page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Concentration of development in these areas is the most efficient use
of resources, will contain employment and other trips that will reduce VMT and encourage
growth that builds on existing infrastructure systems. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for
discussion of New Towns and Corridors. The average commuter in Tulare County has a commute
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time of less than 20 minutes, one of the lowest in the State. Approximately 50% of the commuters
in the County have a commute of less than 15 minutes. Please see Response to Comment I23-60
for discussion of water supply. As noted in this comment, New Towns are not the source of
increased water demand, rather increased water demand results from development with
community areas such as UDBs and HDBs (See RDEIR pages 3.9-4 and 3.9-36). See the
response to Comment I23-46.
The comment also suggests infill policies as mitigation. The proposed General Plan already
contains numerous policies designed to cluster development and provide for infill at or above the
population densities and building intensities described in their previous comments (see proposed
Policies PF-2.2, PF-3, and PF-1.2. PF-2.2, PF-3.2, PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use
Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9, AQ-3.2, Air Quality Implementation Measure 11,
PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including density bonuses and financial assistance].
The comment suggests new development should not go forward until there is adequate public
sewer water, and other services. Please see RDEIR Section 3.9 for discussion of infrastructure
requirements, in particular this chapter discusses Policy PF-1.4 which provides already provides
that “...The County shall ensure that development does not occur unless adequate infrastructure is
available, that sufficient water supplies are available or can be made available, and that there are
adequate provisions for long term management and maintenance of infrastructure and identified
water supplies [New Policy].” Furthermore, as discussed under Response to Comment under I1137, impacts are based upon changes in existing conditions. As documented in recent CEQA case
law in which the Sierra Club was a party, while existing problems are important issues for the
County, they are beyond the scope of the RDEIR to solve (see Watsonville Pilots Association v.
City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the
[existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass
Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S.
6565 (pages 31-42); 190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I23-66:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Please see RDEIR pages 3.9-24
and 3.9-59 for discussion of fire services, pages 3.9-27 and 3.9-65 for discussion of libraries, and
pages 3.9-23 and 3.9-61 for discussion of law enforcement. As noted in these sections the
additional personnel and materials costs would be offset through the increased revenue (taxes),
and fees, generated by future development. In Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update addition,
future projects will be reviewed by the County on an individual basis and will be required to
comply with requirements (i.e., impact fees, etc.) in effect at the time building permits are issued
as well as reviewed for consistency with General Plan Policies such as those discusses in
Response to Comment I23-65.
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Response to Comment I23-67:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis
conducted for the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.
As more fully described under Master Response #9, the alternatives have been analyzed at the
appropriate level of detail for a General Plan under CEQA. The alternatives analysis requires less
detail than the analysis of the project’s impacts and it need not be exhaustive (CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15126.6(d); Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523). It is sufficient if it
allows the relative merits and impacts of the project and the alternatives to be comparatively
assessed (Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712; In re
Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43
Cal.4th 1143). The RDEIR provides a narrative description of each alternative and a discussion
of the impacts of each as compared to the proposed project as well as several tables comparing
the alternatives with the proposed project (RDEIR Chapter 4). The RDEIR’s level of analysis for
each alternative, including the no project alternative, is sufficient to allow meaningful evaluation,
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project and therefore meets the requirements of
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(d)). Consequently, as noted under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131 a “fiscal impact report” is beyond the scope of the RDEIR in this instance. Please
see Master Response #4 for discussion of project implementation, including fee studies.

Response to Comment I23-68:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to
Master Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis conducted for the General Plan
2030 Update and RDEIR. Please see Response to Comments I23-65 through I23-67 for more
detailed responses.

Response to Comment I23-69:
The RDEIR contains an adequate description of the existing environmental setting for land use.
According to CEQA Guidelines §15125, “[a]n EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published . . . [which] will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by
which a Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant
effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.”
Consistent with this requirement the individual resource chapters in Section 3 provide sections
labeled “Environmental Setting” which provides the requested information (for example see
RDEIR page 3.3-9). A more detailed description of the existing conditions in Tulare County,
including maps, is contained in the Background Report, which was incorporated by reference and
included as Appendix B of the RDEIR. To comply with the CEQA Guidelines requirement that
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the environmental setting be no longer than necessary, some of the baseline information is found
in that Appendix. Only the information relevant to understanding the environmental impacts
analysis was included in the body of the RDEIR. Additional information was provided throughout
the RDEIR to establish the existing conditions in the County as needed. This information
represents the actual existing condition of the County. See RDEIR Section 3.0, and in particular,
page 3-5, for an explanation of how the existing conditions were determined. Please see Master
Response #5 for further explanation of the land use development patterns as they currently exist
in Tulare County, and as the development patterns that would occur under the General Plan 2030
Update.

Response to Comment I23-70:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the range of alternatives
analyzed in the RDEIR. Also, see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the enforceability of
general plan policies and the appropriate level of detail for the general plan EIR.
The comment also states that each proposed alternative assumes that all of the proposed policies
and implementation measures contained in the Goals and Policies Report for the General Plan
2030 Update would be included as part of (this) alternative.” This language is incomplete and
taken out of context (See RDEIR page 4-18 for full text related to Alternative 2). While there are
some policy similarities, Alternative 2 also states:
“New development (i.e., residential/commercial growth) would be concentrated in areas
already committed to a degree of urban development and have provisions for some
utility/road infrastructure or adequate levels of public services. This alternative assumes
that incorporated cities would increase the density of development within the city and
develop contiguous land adjacent to the city to accommodate growth.
In order to accomplish this land use goal, several revisions to the Goals and Policies
Report (Part I of the General Plan 2030 Update) would be required, in particular those
included in the Planning Framework Element that are designed to manage growth near
existing city boundaries (see Table 4- 4). Revised policies would incorporate land use
strategies that would require greater land use efficiency standards for development on
important farmlands within the CACUDBs (20 year boundary) for unincorporated
communities and hamlets. Additional strategies that could be integrated into the policies
and implementation measures of the Goals and Policies Report (Part I of the General Plan
2030 Update) to direct growth within existing CACUDBs for the incorporated cities in
the County include:


Cities accept significant growth and accommodate it through infill development,
higher densities, and transportation infrastructure.



County limits rural residential development.



County continues to improve quality of life and services in unincorporated
communities but does not make growth inducing infrastructure improvements.



County limits commercial development to local serving in unincorporated
communities.
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County continues to focus on facilitating/managing agricultural development.



County and cities need to evaluate revenue-sharing agreement.



Under this alternative, slower development patterns are assumed to continue through
the entire 2030 planning horizon, with the unincorporated population being slightly
lower (206,880 individuals by 2030 versus 222,580) than that anticipated under the
proposed project (see Table 4-1).”

Response to Comment I23-71:
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment I23-70 and Master Response #9 for a
discussion of the range of alternatives analyzed in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I23-72:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the level of detail
appropriate for an alternatives analysis under CEQA.

Response to Comment I23-73:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the range of alternatives
analyzed in the RDEIR. The comment suggests that the alternatives analysis is inadequate
“because it provides only a superficial assessment of the degree to which each proposed
Alternative would meet the stated objectives of the General Plan update…” CEQA does not
require discussion of the alternatives ability to meet project objectives in the RDEIR, rather
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 only requires that the RDEIR choose alternative that are
capable of meeting most project objectives. Additional information on feasibility of alternatives
and the proposed project (including the ability to meet project objectives) will be provided in the
CEQA Findings, if necessary.

Response to Comment I23-74:
The purpose of an EIR is to inform project decision makers and the public of the significant
environmental effects of the project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects,
and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines, §15121).
The comment states that the RDEIR does not adequately describe why any of the project
alternatives are not feasible as required by CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21001).”
Contrary to the comment, CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). The decision on the feasibility of the
proposed project and the alternatives is considered after completion of the Final EIR and
addressed in the CEQA Findings (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15092 [“After considering the
final EIR and in conjunction with the findings under Section 15091, the lead agency may decide
whether or how to approve or carry out the project”).
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Response to Comment I23-75:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #9 for a discussion of the level of detail
appropriate for an alternatives analysis under CEQA. As discussed therein, CEQA Guidelines
state that “the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed but in less detail than the
significant effects of the project as proposed” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)). The
analysis of alternatives is based upon the same significance thresholds in the individual resource
chapters as shown in Table 4-3. The rationale for alternative comparisons is provided for each
alternative (see page 4-13 for discussion of Alternative 1 comparison).
The comment suggests that a fiscal impact analysis should be done to assess and compare the
feasibility of traffic improvements and public facilities and services under each alternative.
Please see Response to Comment I23-74. Financial cost is not an environmental impact under
CEQA and need not be analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, §15360).

Response to Comment I23-76:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis
conducted for the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I23-77:
The commenter is directed to Response to Comments I23-69 through I23-75 and Master
Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis conducted for the General Plan 2030
Update and RDEIR. Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of New Towns and
Growth Corridors.

Response to Comment I23-78:
See Master Response #5, RDEIR Section 2.4 (RDEIR page 2-24) and Chapter 5 of the RDEIR for
an explanation of the population growth assumptions and a discussion of growth inducing effects
of the proposed project. The commenter is also referred to Response to Comment I11-60 and I146 for more information and growth assumptions and build-out.

Response to Comment I23-79:
The RDEIR discusses the growth inducing effects of the project as required by CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6 (d). See Chapter 5 of the RDEIR for this discussion. The direct and indirect
growth inducing impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update are considered to be significant and
unavoidable. Also, see Master Response #5 for a discussion of the various planning boundaries
and Master Response #8 for a discussion of the Foothill Growth Management Plan.
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of New Towns.

Response to Comment I23-80:
The commenter summarizes their comment letter and makes a closing statement; consequently
this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response provided.
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Letter I24. Wuksachi Indian Tribe
Response to Comment I24-1:
The commenter acknowledges their support for the Southern Sierra Archaeological Society and their
desire to protect culturally sensitive areas around the County. Please see Responses to Comments I221 through I22-24 for responses to the Sierra Archaeological Society comments.

Letter I25. Kathleen Seligman
Response to Comment I25-1:
The commenter’s introductory comments are noted.

Response to Comment I25-2:
The commenter describes their appreciation on how the RDEIR addresses the threat of wildland
fires; this comment is in support of the RDEIR. No further response required.

Response to Comment I25-3:
The commenter provides an opinion or criticism on the General Plan 2030 Update (i.e. on policies,
implementation measures, etc.) without providing suggestions on how to improve the plan;
consequently this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter
is also directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provides additional information regarding
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #1 for a description of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I25-4:
Background Report Figure 8-2 contained in RDEIR Appendix B, “Fire Threat” shows that the
Very High Fire Threat areas are located in the eastern portion of the County, largely in foothill
and mountain areas. Large areas of land in the Very High Fire Threat zone are managed by other
agencies such as the U.S. Forest Service and the California Department of Forestry; therefore the
County has no authority over them. Additionally, large scale residential development within these
areas (in particular the Mountain Framework Plan area) is heavily regulated and would be
required to conform with Federal land management guidelines (i.e., United States Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management, etc.). For the Foothill Growth Management Plan area,
development is focused within areas that are describes as “development corridors” and “Foothill
Extensions”. For Very High Fire Threat areas under the County’s authority, the policies included
on page 3.8-34 of the RDEIR would apply. Part IV, Chapter 11 of the Tulare County Code contains
provisions to protect the lands, fields, lots, buildings and homes within the County from the
danger of fire. Also, fire risks are addressed by policies HS 6.1 through HS 6.15 in the General
Plan 2030 Update.
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With implementation of those policies and implementation measures, this impact would be less
than significant. The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate
level of detail in a programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment I25-5:
The RDEIR analyzes buildout of the General Plan at the 2030 horizon year as discussed on
RDEIR page 2-24 and described in greater detail in Master Response #5. As discussed in Master
Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan focuses future
growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish
focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. The commenter is also
referred to the response prepared for Comment I25-4. Furthermore, as discussed under Response
to Comment I11-37, impacts are based upon changes in existing conditions. As documented in
recent CEQA case law, while existing problems are important issues for the County, they are
beyond the scope of the RDEIR to solve (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of
Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565
(pages 31-42); 190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I25-6:
The commenter is directed to the wildland fire analysis provided in Chapter 4 “Alternatives to the
Proposed Project” for an analysis of the wildfire impacts of each of the alternatives. Several of the
commenter’s suggestions have been incorporated into the various policies (shown below) of the
General Plan 2030 Update. As more fully described in the response to Comment I11-20, the
RDEIR acknowledges the potential impacts associated with wildland fires and indicates potential
threats to the people and structures of the County, in particular those residing in the Foothill
Growth Management Plan and Mountain Framework Plan Areas, which are more susceptible to
wildland fires due to potential fuel loads (grassland and other vegetation). Pages 3.8-33 through
3.8-35 of the RDEIR also identify the range of General Plan 2030 Update policies designed to
address wildland fire impacts. A summary is provided below:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Planning Framework, Public Facilities & Services
Elements and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Health & Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services
and emergency response planning include the following:
HS-1.4
HS-1.5
HS-1.6
HS-1.8
HS-1.9
HS-1.10
HS-1.12
HS-6.1
HS-6.2

Building and Codes
Hazard Awareness and Public Education
Public Safety Programs
Response Times Planning in GIS
Emergency Access
Emergency Services Near Assisted Living
Housing
Addressing
New Building Fire Hazards
Development in Fire Hazard Zones
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PFS-1.3
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Planning Framework, Public Facilities & Services
Elements and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Health & Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services
and emergency response planning include the following:
HS-6.3
HS-6.4
HS-6.5
HS-6.6
HS-6.7
HS-6.8
HS-6.9
HS-6.10
HS-6.11
HS-6.12
HS-6.13
HS-6.14
HS-6.15
HS-7.1

Consultation with Fire Service Districts
Encourage Cluster Development
Fire Risk Recommendations
Wildland Fire Management Plans
Water Supply System
Private Water Supply
Fuel Modification Programs
Fuel Breaks
Fire Buffers
Weed Abatement
Restoration of Disturbed Lands
Coordination with Cities
Coordination of Fuel Hazards on Public Lands
Coordinate Emergency Response Services
with Government Agencies
HS-7.2
Mutual Aid Agreement
HS-7.3
Maintain Emergency Evacuation Plans
HS-7.4
Upgrading for Streets and Highways
HS-7.5
Emergency Centers
HS-7.6
Search and Rescue
HS-7.7
Joint Exercises
HS Implementation Measure #15
HS Implementation Measures #16

PFS-7.11

Locations of Fire and Sheriff Stations/Substations
FGMP-10.2 Provision of Safety Services
FGMP-10.3 Fire and Crime Protection Plan

Public Facilities & Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County services to provide adequate
service levels include the following:
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #3
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #12

The comment also suggests the RDEIR analyze the “financial burden to the county.” While
economic considerations are important to the County, such economic analysis is beyond the scope
of CEQA and this RDEIR (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 [“Economic or social effects of
a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment”]).

Letter I26. Law Offices of Babak Naficy
Response to Comment I26-1:
The commenter’s introductory statement and request to re-circulate the RDEIR are noted. Please
also note that the comment was received after the close of the comment period. As discussed in the
Notice of Availability “The RDEIR has a public review period of 60 days, starting on March 25, 2010
and ending on May 27, 2010 at 5:30.” Available at:
http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/documents/GeneralPlan2010/NoticeofAvailability.pdf
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Response to Comment I26-2:
The comment suggests that the RDEIR did not provide a sufficiently detailed project description.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 provides that project description “should not supply extensive
detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” Consistent
with CEQA requirements the RDEIR describes the proposed project in the Project Description
(Section 2.0) and includes text of the General Plan in Appendix C. The RDEIR goes on to
describe the secondary indirect effects associated with Buildout and Population Growth under the
proposed General Plan starting on RDEIR page 2-24. As discussed in Master Response #4, this is
a program level EIR and the level of detail provided in the project description is appropriate. The
comment also requests that the County determine where the actual development can occur.
While population growth and the associated development under the horizon year (2030) of the
General Plan is reasonably foreseeable, development on any particular parcel is largely
speculative (see Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center et al. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th
351). However, the RDEIR Table 2-11 (RDEIR page 2-25) provides population growth and
distribution assumptions and the location of these areas can be viewed in RDEIR Figure 2-2.
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas, such as in
UDBs and UABs. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR (see also Response to Comment A8-8). As
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), “reviewers should be aware that the
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such
as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters”
(see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). Furthermore, the Supreme Court has acknowledged
that “[a] project opponent or reviewing court can always imagine some additional study or
analysis that might provide helpful information. It is not for them to design the EIR. That further
study [] might be helpful does not make it necessary” (Laurel Heights Improvement Association
of San Francisco, Inc. v. The Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 415).

Response to Comment I26-3:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-7.

Response to Comment I26-4:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment A8-7.

Response to Comment I26-5:
See General Plan, Part I, page 2-4 – 2-5, Policy PF-2.6. However the comment is incorrect that
“this designation would essentially permit the construction of any type of development…without
regard to the character of the neighborhood or adjacent land uses.”

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-534

ESA / 207497
August 2012

5. Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR

As discussed in Master Response #3 general plan policies or land use designations should be
viewed in a vacuum, but are instead should be interpreted as part of a comprehensive system (i.e.
the whole General Plan). The General Plan contains numerous policies related to all the resource
areas analyzed in the RDEIR (for example see “Mitigating Policies and Implementation
Measures” discussion on page 3.1-20). The mixed use land use designation is defined on page 420 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030 Update. Furthermore, the General Plan is implemented
through various other actions which will need to be consistent with the General Plan as a whole
as well as existing zoning rather than simply consistent with the one land use designation. As
discussed in Master Response #3 and #4 the General Plan will be implemented through various
other actions including preparation of Community Plans, zoning ordinances, and project review
by County staff, Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors. As noted in the draft
General Plan and the Government Code, implementation of the General Plan will take time, it is
simply not feasible to provide every potential implementation measure at the time of adoption
(see General Plan, Part I, page 1-11; Government Code 65400).

Response to Comment I26-6:
The County’s Housing Element is included in the General Plan Update by reference and was
adopted on March 23, 2010. Impacts related to the Housing Element were analyzed in a separate
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration that was also adopted on March 23, 2010. The
County anticipates that there will be changes to the Housing Element through a separate tract as a
General Plan Amendment. Changes to the Housing Element are not proposed as part of the
proposed project in the RDEIR and hence not reviewed as part of this RDEIR.

Response to Comment I26-7:
Please see Response to Comment I26-2 for discussion of focusing development within
established community areas. The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which
provides additional information regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the
appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the
General Plan 2030 Update. The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of
the enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I26-8:
The RDEIR analyzes impact of buildout under the General Plan as described on RDEIR page 224 and in Master Response #5. Additional changes to the proposed project (i.e. modification of
the UDBs) are beyond the scope of the RDEIR and are considered speculative. General Plan
policy AG-1.10 provides that “the County shall oppose extension of urban services, such as sewer
lines, water lines, or other urban infrastructure into areas designated for agriculture use unless
necessary to resolve a public health situation.” Furthermore, the RDEIR does not base its water
supply analysis upon UDB constraints, as suggested in the comment, but is instead based upon
projected buildout at the 2030 horizon year.
Furthermore, as discussed under Response to Comment under I11-37, impacts are based upon
changes in existing conditions. As documented in recent CEQA case law in which the Sierra Club
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was a party, while existing problems are important issues for the County, they are beyond the
scope of the RDEIR to solve (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010)
183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem,
a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of
Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 31-42); 190
Cal.App.4th 324).
As discussed in RDEIR page 3.9-47, because of conversion of agricultural land to urban uses,
water use is expected to remain the same, if not slightly lowered below existing levels.
Furthermore, the water supply analysis on page 3.9-43 provided several different scenarios which
involved changes in water supply. Scenario 2 provides the typical CEQA analysis in comparison to
baseline conditions (i.e. historical supply). However, Scenarios 3 and 4 go beyond this requirement
and provide information related to constrained future water supplies below baseline levels, including
future restraints resulting from groundwater overdraft, San Joaquin River Restoration Settlement
Agreement, Population Growth Within and Near Tulare County, Joint Management of Shared
Aquifers, Groundwater Adjudications, Water Transfers and Exchanges, Delta Supply Issues, Climate
Change and Variability, Institutional Issues Affecting Water Supplies. See also RDEIR Appendix G
Section 3.3.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and the response prepared for Comment I11-41.

Response to Comment I26-9:
Please see Response to Comment I26-8 and Master Response #1. The commenter discusses the cost
and availability of infrastructure; consequently this comment doesn’t point to a specific inadequacy
within the RDEIR. No further response is required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response to Comment I26-10:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-5 and Master Response #3
which describe how the General Plan will be implemented and the enforceability of the General
Plan policies. As discussed therein, if approved, the policies within the General Plan will be
applicable to future projects. Furthermore, this will start implementation of the General Plan,
which is outlined in part in the Implementation measures, which includes revisions to the County
Ordinance code which will be more detailed.

Response to Comment I26-11:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-5 and Master Responses #3
and #4.

Response to Comment I26-12:
As discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum as
projects and implementation measures will be implemented consistent with the whole of the
General Plan. For example, General Plan Policy AG-1.7 provides “the County shall promote
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preservation of its agricultural economic base and open space resources through the
implementation of resource management programs such as the Williamson Act, Rural Valley
Lands Plan, Foothill Growth Management Plan or similar types of strategies and identification
of growth boundaries for all urban areas located in the County” (Emphasis Added). Furthermore,
there are existing regulations designed to address conservation of agricultural resources as
described in the “Regulatory Setting” discussed on RDEIR page 3.10-1.
While some of the policies may have some flexibility, CEQA does not require the County to
assume a worst case scenario (i.e. that they will not be implemented); (Towards Responsibility in
Planning v. City Council (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d 671; Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of
Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437; CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15358; see similar
NEPA requirements Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council (1989) 490 U.S. 332).

Response to Comment I26-13:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-12. Also, see Master
Response #3 and #7 for a discussion of project implementation measures. Please also note that the
County did not rely upon the self mitigating policies to reduce Impact 3.10-1 (Conversion of
Important Farmlands) to less than significant.

Response to Comment I26-14:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-12. Also, see Master
Response #3, #4, #7 for a discussion of project implementation measures. The level of detail
requested by the comment is beyond the scope of the General Plan. Such details will be
implemented through various implementation measures (see pages 3.10-14 and 3.10-15 of the
RDEIR for more information), such as zoning ordinances and Conservation Easement Plans.

Response to Comment I26-15:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-12.

Response to Comment I26-16:
Contrary to the comment, the RDEIR concludes that there would be significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with vehicular traffic (see Impact 3.2-1).
As discussed in Response to Comment I26-8, existing conditions such as the state of the County’s
rural roads are an important issue, they are beyond the scope of the RDEIR to solve. Nevertheless the
General Plan contains several policies which address this issue, including TC-1.2, TC-1.3, TC-1.5,
TC-1.14, TC Implementation Measure #1, #2, #3, #5, #9, #10, #11. While there are additional existing
programs designed to handle maintenance of roadways (such as the County’s Pavement Management
System (PMS) that identifies maintenance requirements on County roadways), the commenter also
suggests that the RDEIR must discuss future availability of funds. The TCAG Regional
Transportation Plan includes available funds for a variety of transportation projects (including
roadways). The commenter is referred to the TCAG website at http://www.tularecog.org/ for

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update
Final EIR

5-537

ESA / 207497
August 2012

Tulare County General Plan 2030 Update

additional information. Measure R, Tulare County Traffic Impact Fee program and improvements
made by substantial development projects will address the most severe intersections and roadway
segments. Policies described on RDEIR page 3.2-31 are also provided which will address funding,
including Policy TC-1.4, TC-1.13, TC-1.14, TC-1.15, TC Implementation Measures #2, #5, #8, #9,
#14, #18. Additional discussion of existing State and Federal Funding is provided in the Background
Report, RDEIR Appendix B, Section 5.2.

Response to Comment I26-17:
The local physical and environmental constraints are major factors when roadways are to be
widened or constructed. Also a majority of the existing roadways do not meet current guidelines
due to inadequate base material or limited right of way. The commenter is correct in that the
RDEIR makes an incorrect reference to Policy TC-1.6; page 3.2-26 of the RDEIR will be
amended to read as follows:
It should be noted that the LOS standard for Tulare County is “D” as stated in Policy TC-1.16County LOS Standard.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 2, Minor Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR which includes the revised text. The revision does not change the analysis or
conclusions in the RDEIR. Please refer to Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I26-18:
The RDEIR uses the TCAG travel demand model as discussed on page 3.2-21 which is the best
quantitative tool for determining future congested roadways and intersections. The comment
states that the RDEIR failed to discuss the results of the model runs.” The results of the model run
are provided in RDEIR Table 3.2-7. The comment also states that the RDEIR did not
quantitatively address interchanges but it would be important for the EIR to address interchanges
in Tulare. The RDEIR discusses proposed regional interchange projects in Table 3.2-5.
Furthermore, CEQA does not require quantitative analysis of all impacts. As discussed under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 “a threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative,
qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect…” As discussed in the
RDEIR on page 3.2-25, such quantitative analysis for interchanges would be too specific to
analyze in a General Plan. The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which
provides additional information regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the
appropriate use of general plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the
General Plan 2030 Update. Please see Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I26-19:
The commenter is incorrect that the RDEIR does not provide any quantitative data or analysis as to
the “GP Updates’ impact on roadways”, and is referred to Section 3.2 “Traffic and Circulation” which
provides quantified analysis identifying the level of service impacts to various roadways in the County
in Table 3.2-7. Please also see Response to Comment I26-18.
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Response to Comment I26-20:
The comment states that the RDEIR “does not admit…that the Valley is still in nonattainment for
PM10 and PM2.5 for State Standards…the EIR fails to note that the Valley remains in
nonattainment for PM2.5 Federal Standards”; this is incorrect. The RDEIR correctly states that
PM2.5 levels are in nonattainment with state and federal standards, and that PM10 levels are in
nonattainment with State Standards in Table 3.3-3. The commenter is directed to the response
prepared for Comments I8-4 and I8-7.

Response to Comment I26-21:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4, which provides information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is also directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the
various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I26-22:
Please see Master Response #3 and #4 regarding the implementation and enforcement of
mitigation measures, as well as the level of detail appropriate for the General Plan EIR. As
discusses therein, individual policies should not be reviewed independently, but will be
interpreted and implemented as part of the entire General Plan. Furthermore, cooperation with
other agencies is an important part of the General Plan, particularly for issues related to air
quality because the County does not have jurisdiction over every source of air emissions.
Furthermore, see Comment A16-1 from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
which states that the General Plan is in compliance with air quality requirements contained in AB
170 (Reyes).
In addition, a requirement that a project comply with applicable environmental laws and
regulations may serve as mitigation (Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d
296). Compliance with environmental regulations alone may not be adequate to mitigate an
impact to a level of less than significant, but may certainly serve as part of a suite of measures
that will be implemented to mitigate an impact. See Master Response #4 for further discussion of
the appropriate use of compliance with regulatory requirements to help reduce or avoid impacts
and RDEIR page 3.3-1 for discussion of existing Federal and State air quality regulations.
The comment raises concerns regarding infill policies. The policy cited in the comment is not the
only policy related to infill, the proposed General Plan already contains numerous policies
designed to cluster development and provide for infill (see proposed Policies PF-1.2. PF-2.2, PF3.2, PF 4.6, LU-1.1, LU-1.8, LU-5.4, Land Use Implementation Measure 3 and 7 and 8 and 9,
AQ-3.2, Air Quality Implementation Measure 11, PFS-1.15, PFS Implementation 4 [including
density bonuses and financial assistance]). The commenter is also referred to RDEIR page 3.3-22
for a full listing of Air Quality related policies.
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Response to Comment I26-23:
Please see Master Response #3 and #4 for discussion of General Plan implementation,
enforceability, and the appropriate level of detail. The policies referenced in the comment require
future development proposed under the General Plan 2030 Update to meet certain standards
related to air quality (see RDEIR page 3.3-22 including policies AQ-1.5, AQ-2.2). The General
Plan and General Plan EIR cannot provide project-specific mitigation measures for future
development projects because these measures will depend on the details of each project, including
what the project is and where it is located. The programmatic EIR for the General Plan cannot,
and is not expected to analyze site-specific impacts. The General Plan consists of goals and
policies that will guide future development decisions. It does not include site-specific
development proposals. When development projects are proposed, they will undergo the
appropriate CEQA review and mitigation measures will be required as necessary. If the payment
of air impact fees is an appropriate and feasible mitigation measure for a proposed development
project, it will be considered at that time. See Master Response #5 for a description of the
development patterns under the General Plan 2030 Update.

Response to Comment I26-24:
The RDEIR water supply analysis (RDEIR Sections 3.6 and 3.9) and Water Supply Evaluation
(RDEIR Appendix G) provide an analysis of the impact of the project on groundwater. Contrary
to the assertions in the comment, the RDEIR provides a quantitative analysis of water supply.
See RDEIR discussion starting on page 3.9-7 and 3.9-46; see also RDEIR Appendix G Section
2.2. This analysis also includes net water demand changes as well as discussion by community
areas (i.e. CACUDB, CACUAB, and Hamlets). This level of detail goes beyond the requirements
of CEQA as discussed in recent case law “subbasin boundaries may be determined in part by
political boundaries and institutional considerations [such as community area
boundaries]…Borders of groundwater basins and sub basins as delineated by DWR do not
necessarily provide sensible boundaries for evaluating the sufficiency of groundwater supply”
(O.W.L. Foundation v. City of Rohnert Park (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 568).
As also detailed in Master Response #4, the RDEIR is a Program EIR, serving as a first-tier
document to assess the broad environmental impacts of the program. Detailed site-specific
environmental review would likely be required to assess future projects implemented under the
program.
The commenter is referred to Master Response #6 and #7 and the response prepared for
Comment I11-41.

Response to Comment I26-25:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-24 and I11-82. The
approach taken in the RDEIR is consistent with CEQA, as documented in recent CEQA case law
in which the Sierra Club was a party (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville
(2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“While the FEIR did not attempt to predict with precision exactly
how much each water conservation measure would reduce water usage, the detail provided about
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the nature of these measures and the uncertainties inherent in such long-term forecasts provide
adequate support for the FEIR‘s predictions, particularly in light of the FEIR‘s detailed
calculations supporting its conclusion that most of the increased water usage associated with the
new development would be offset by conversion of farmland. Even if the City‘s conservation
efforts do not produce the hoped-for 1,000 AFY reduction in usage, the FEIR could reasonably
conclude that the new development‘s increased water usage that is not offset by the conversion of
farmland would be offset by even a modest reduction in usage attributable to the City‘s
conservation efforts.”]).
The comment also states that the County may not legally approve a General Plan 2030 Update
without identifying reliable water sources. As discussed in the Watsonville case [General Plan EIR],
“The FEIR’s discussion of the overdraft situation and its analysis of the steps that the City would take
to address this situation satisfy the standards set forth by the California Supreme Court in Vineyard. It
is not necessary for an EIR for a general plan to establish a ‘likely source of water.’”
It should also be noted that the proposed project is expected to reduce water use below existing
levels (baseline), as described on RDEIR pages 3.9-11 and 3.9-47. Existing groundwater overdraft
and existing water quality issues, are beyond the EIR to fix (see Watsonville Pilots Association v. City
of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 3142),190 Cal.App.4th 324).

Response to Comment I26-26:
As discussed in Response to Comment I26-25 the approach taken in the RDEIR is consistent with
CEQA, as discussed in recent case law in which Sierra Club was a party.
As stated in the RDEIR, “(F)uture development in Tulare County will be driven by population
growth needs and the manner in which the distribution of growth will be directed and managed.
The General Plan Update assumes that a majority of this growth will occur within the
incorporated cities (established Urban Development Boundaries); with a lesser amount (up to
170,615 people) occurring within the County’s unincorporated communities and hamlets”
(RDEIR p. 3-6). Furthermore, as presented in the RDEIR (see p. 3-7) the County has 756,474
acres of important farmland within the entire County, of which 81,864 acres are within
Boundaries (UDBs, UABs, HDBs and Foothill Development Corridors). With this basis and
based on the information in Table 2.2 of the Water Supply Evaluation (see Appendix G, p. 7), the
Water Supply Evaluation (WSE) determined the existing demand associated with the irrigated
agricultural crops on the designated acres that may likely see the distribution of growth. The
WSE further assessed the future demand were these lands converted to urban uses as a result of
projected growth. This comparison indicated that urban demand would be slightly less than the
irrigated agricultural land it replaced. However, as a conservative estimate, the future demand
was assumed to be equivalent to the existing demand. As discussed in Section 4 of the WSE, this
land-use conversion would not result in additional groundwater demands outside of the ranges of
groundwater historically used. However, the WSE also provided several scenarios that assessed
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the shortfall of surface water with and without potential demand reductions from conservation.
Under these additional scenarios, more or less groundwater may be used. The commenter is also
referred to Master Response #6.

Response to Comment I26-27:
The analysis contained in the Water Supply Evaluation was focused on the RDEIR’s
representation of the potential distribution of growth primarily within UDBs, UABs, and HDBs
and occurring on the estimated 81,864 acres of important farmland that exists within these
boundaries. The commenter is directed to Master Response #6 for a discussion of water supply
issues related to the proposed project. The comment is also referred to Master Response #5 and
RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, as the proposed General Plan focuses future growth within
established urban areas. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. As discussed under Response to Comment
A8-1, the County is entitled to make these reasonable assumptions regarding the locations of future
growth.

Response to Comment I26-28:
The agricultural lands assumed to be displaced were those identified in the RDEIR (see p. 3-5)
designated by the California Department of Conservation as either Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance and Unique Farmland. Both Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance are definitions used for irrigated lands. Unique Farmland is usually associated with
irrigated land but sometimes include non-irrigated orchards. The RDEIR described its agricultural
conversion assumptions on page 3.9-7 the RDEIR, which assumed that some of the agricultural
land converted to urban uses would be orchards:
“To estimate the change in applied agricultural water demand (i.e., acre-feet of water per
acre of crop) based upon the elimination of irrigated agricultural land, a weighted unit
demand was developed using an assumed crop mix, estimated crop evapotranspiration of
applied water (ETAW) and assumed irrigation efficiencies. As shown in Table 3.9-3, the
future demand analysis divides irrigated crops into five broad categories – Citrus, Field
Crops-Other, Field Crops-Alfalfa/Pasture, Orchards and Vineyards. For each crop
category an ETAW measurement is provided. For the Field Crop and Orchard categories,
ETAW is reported as the average of multiple crops in each category (Tully and Young,
page 6, 2009).”
As further shown on Table 2.2 in the Water Supply Evaluation (WSE), the Unique Farmlands
identified represent less than one half of a percent of the 59,645 acres listed on the table. For ease
of the evaluation, this very small percentage was assumed to also be irrigated, but would not
change the conclusions of the WSE should they have been assumed to be non-irrigated orchards.
The commenter is directed to Master Response #6 for a discussion of water supply issues related
to the proposed project.
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Response to Comment I26-29:
It is unclear what the commenter means by the term ‘water portfolio. However, the RDEIR only
used the City of Fresno’s UWMP to estimate unit demand (i.e. water use per acre) for mixed-use
land uses as discussed on RDEIR page 3.9-9 (RDEIR Appendix G Table 2.6). As discussed in
RDEIR Appendix G page 9, “the unit demand factors are consistent with observed unit demand
factors in other Central Valley communities.” Furthermore, use of these assumptions is
considered conservative because urban unit water demand factors in Tulare County for new
developments and densities will likely be less than values represented in urban water planning
documents from other cities. This lower values will likely result from several factors that are
occurring or will occur related to new urban developments, including but not limited to: trends
toward higher density single family housing developments (e.g. less landscaped area); State
mandated “green building” standards resulting in lower water-using devises in homes and
businesses; State mandated Model Efficient Landscape Water Ordinance (directing landscaping
in new developments), and State mandated reductions in per-capita water use (SBX7 7). To be
conservative, the Water Supply Evaluation developed a mixed-use unit demand factor that
reflects unit demands absent these additional mandates and trends. Furthermore, even though the
WSE estimated the urban demand that may replace the agricultural demand as a result of
projected growth, the reduction was not recognized in that the overall future demand matched the
existing baseline (see WSE p. 11). The commenter is directed to Master Response #6 for a
discussion of water supply issues related to the proposed project.

Response to Comment I26-30:
Please see Response to Comments I26-25, I26-28 and I26-29. For purposes of the Water Supply
Evaluation, the acres of each category of important farmland presented in Table 2.2 (see p. 7)
were converted to urban mixed-use, as shown in Table 2.5. The values in Table 2.2 provide a
representation of growth within the UDBs, UABs, and HDBs, as discussed in the RDEIR that
may shift from irrigated agricultural land-use to urban land. The values were provided to the
consultant performing the Water Supply Evaluation as representative of lands potential converted
from irrigated agriculture to urban use and consistent with the RDEIR. The commenter is directed
to Master Response #6 for a discussion of water supply issues related to the proposed project. The
commenter is also directed to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
RDEIR.

Response to Comment I26-31:
Please see Response to Comment I26-25, I26-26, I26-29 for discussion of the water supply
methodology used in the RDEIR and in the WSE. The Water Supply Evaluation (WSE) provides
an initial County-wide analysis of the programmatic level growth presented by the proposed
project and the RDEIR. The WSE used readily available information on irrigated agricultural
acres, baseline County-wide supply and demand representation and distribution among
classifications of “important farmland” from reliable sources including: the California
Department of Water Resources, the California Department of Conservation, and the County of
Tulare. The information in the WSE is a reliable source to inform the analysis of impacts as
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presented in the RDEIR. The commenter is directed to Master Response #6 for a discussion of
water supply issues related to the proposed project.

Response to Comment I26-32:
The Water Supply Evaluation provides factual representations and evaluations of baseline and
future water supply and demand conditions at the programmatic level. As discussed in the WSE,
the water budget information provided by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
identifies that approximately 50% of the water supplies used to meet the demands of Tulare
County are derived from groundwater resources. Considering the vast majority of demand is for
irrigated agriculture, it is reasonable to conclude that most of the groundwater used in the County
is for irrigated agriculture. Thus, the replacement of currently irrigated lands with urban
development – as contemplated by the General Plan 2030 Update – will result in a reduction of
groundwater extractions where those lands were previously irrigated with groundwater.
To further provide protections to groundwater resources, the County included several policies,
including WR-1.1 and WR-1.4, which will address potential impacts to groundwater resources
that may occur with any specific land use change. Furthermore, any impact would be assessed
and addressed in a project-specific CEQA analysis and likely accompanying SB 610 Water
Supply Assessment.
The WSE also contemplated water supply scenarios with increased groundwater use resulting
from decreased surface water resources (see Section 4 of the WSE). Under these contemplated
scenarios, the WSE concludes that the potential increased use of groundwater under future
demand conditions (even absent anticipated agricultural and urban conservation) would still be
within the range of groundwater use identified in the DWR water budgets (i.e., the increased
groundwater use is still less than the County’s identified groundwater use under historic
conditions).
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #6 and #7 for further information. Note also
that, as detailed in Master Response #4 (Programmatic Nature of the EIR), the RDEIR is a
Program EIR, serving as a first-tier document to assess the broad environmental impacts of the
program. Detailed site-specific environmental review – including site-specific water supply
assessments – would likely be required to assess future projects implemented under the program.”

Response to Comment I26-33:
As discussed in the RDEIR, the proposed project is expected to reduce water use below existing
levels (baseline), as described on RDEIR pages 3.9-11 and 3.9-47. Existing groundwater overdraft
and existing water quality issues are beyond the EIR to fix (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City
of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]; See also Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (4th Appellate Dist. November 22, 2010) 2010 S.O.S. 6565 (pages 3142), 190 Cal.App.4th 324).
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Nevertheless, the RDEIR discusses water supply alternatives, as discussed on RDEIR 3.9-38. In
addition, the RDEIR provides two different scenarios in which baseline water use would be reduced
below existing levels (see RDEIR page 3.9-45). Furthermore, the RDEIR discusses continued water
sources as including groundwater, as discussed on RDEIR page 3.9-47. Secondary impacts of
continuing the use of these water resources are discussed under Impacts 3.6.2 (i.e. that there would be
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with groundwater use resulting in overdraft). Such an
approach is also consistent with the Watsonville case [“the FEIR did identify the likely source of water
for new development: the Basin’s groundwater”]. Please see Response to Comment I11-119 for
discussion of delta supply issues.
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and Master Response #6 regarding the water
supply evaluation.

Response to Comment I26-34:
As represented in the Water Supply Evaluation (Appendix G), the contemplated land-use changes
would likely not adversely affect current water supply conditions given the policies discussed
with Impact 3.6.2 (see pages 3.6-45 to 3.6-46) and Impact 3.9-1 (see pages 3.9-36 to 3.9-49). The
commenter is directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information regarding
the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and Master Response #6 regarding the water supply
evaluation.
The comment suggests that the RDEIR ignores the fact that the General Plan 2030 Update will
cause a significant increase in the overall population of the County. This comment is incorrect as
the RDEIR analyzes growth inducing impacts in Section 5.2. As discussed on RDEIR page 2-24,
while the RDEIR describes buildout and analyzes the impacts of buildout, population growth and
the associated development is controlled by numerous factors, many of which are unrelated to the
General Plan.
Please see Response to Comments I26-25 through I26-33 for discussion of water supply and
overdraft. Please also see Master Response #5.

Response to Comment I26-35:
Land-use based estimates were used in the Water Supply Evaluation (see Appendix G) instead of
population projections to calculate potential future urban water demand associated with the
program described in the General Plan 2030 Update. A value of 3.1 acre-feet per acre of urban
mixed use per year was estimated to represent any acre of new urban land-use. The commenter is
directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information regarding the
programmatic nature of the RDEIR and Master Response #6 regarding the water supply
evaluation. Please see Master Response #4, #5, and #6.
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Response to Comment I26-36:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-35 and I11-82 for
discussion of water conservation.

Response to Comment I26-37:
Contrary to the methodology described in the comment, the RDEIR impact analyses are based
upon a comparison to existing conditions. As noted above, this approach is consistent with the
Watsonville case. The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-25.

Response to Comment I26-38:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-25.

Response to Comment I26-39:
Impacts to groundwater (Impact 3.6-2) were determined to be significant and unavoidable. The
commenter is also referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-33.

Response to Comment I26-40:
Please see Master Response #4. As noted in the comment, the RDEIR did disclose the secondary
impacts associated with continued overdraft. As discussed in the In re Bay-Delta case, over a 30year period, it is “impracticable to foresee with certainty specific source of water and their
impacts…The PEIS/R complied with CEQA by identifying potential sources of water and
analyzing the associated environmental effects in general terms” (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173; emphasis
added). The level of detail provided in the RDEIR was appropriate. The commenter is referred to
the response prepared for Comment I26-25.

Response to Comment I26-41:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I26-25 through I26-40. The
comment also references language on page 3.6-42. This language refers to project specific
impacts (i.e. “localized…cones of depression”). Please see Master Response #5 which states that
while the RDEIR analyzes projected buildout, development on any individual parcel (such as
localized well) is speculative.

Response to Comment I26-42:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis
conducted for the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. As explained in the Master Response,
an alternative should be able to meet most of the basic project objectives, but need not be able to
meet all of them (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6; Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of
Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477). Moreover, an alternative that is incompatible with the
fundamental project objectives, or cannot achieve a fundamental goal of the project need not be
considered in an EIR (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated
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Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143). Also, the comparative impacts of each RDEIR project
alternative are presented in Table 4-3 of the RDEIR. As indicated in the Table, the alternatives
are able to reduce some, but not all of the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.
This does not indicate an inadequacy in the range of alternatives considered. Alternatives need be
environmentally superior to the project in only some respects (Sierra Club v. City of Orange
(2008) 163 Cal. App. 4th 523).

Response to Comment I26-43:
The Healthy Growth Alternative need not be analyzed in the EIR because it is a variation on
RDEIR Alternative 5 and does not offer significant environmental advantages in comparison with
the alternatives presented in the EIR (Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of
Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022 [an EIR need not analyze multiple variations on the
alternatives selected for analysis]; Save San Francisco Bay Ass’n v. San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (1992) 10 Cal. App. 4th 908; Sequoyah Hills
Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal. App. 4th 704 [an EIR does not need to
analyze alternatives that do not offer significant advantages over the alternatives presented in the
EIR, or that constitute an alternative version of an alternative presented in the EIR]). The
commenter is directed to Master Response #9 further discussion of this issue.

Response to Comment I26-44:
As discussed in the RDEIR, under Impact 3.8-6, the impact of the proposed project and
associated wildfire risk is considered less than significant with implementation of a variety of
policies and implementation measures designed to address wildfire prevention and exposure. The
listed policies and implementation measures identified in the RDEIR include the following:
MITIGATING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
Planning Framework, Public Facilities & Services
Elements and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Health & Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services
and emergency response planning include the following:
HS-1.4
HS-1.5
HS-1.6
HS-1.8
HS-1.9
HS-1.10
HS-1.12
HS-6.1
HS-6.2
HS-6.3
HS-6.4
HS-6.5
HS-6.6
HS-6.7
HS-6.8
HS-6.9
HS-6.10
HS-6.11
HS-6.12

Building and Codes
Hazard Awareness and Public Education
Public Safety Programs
Response Times Planning in GIS
Emergency Access
Emergency Services Near Assisted Living
Housing
Addressing
New Building Fire Hazards
Development in Fire Hazard Zones
Consultation with Fire Service Districts
Encourage Cluster Development
Fire Risk Recommendations
Wildland Fire Management Plans
Water Supply System
Private Water Supply
Fuel Modification Programs
Fuel Breaks
Fire Buffers
Weed Abatement
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PF-5.2
PFS-1.3
PFS-2.1
PFS-7.1
PFS-7.2
PFS-7.3
PFS-7.4
PFS-7.5
PFS-7.6
PFS-7.7
PFS-7.11

Criteria for New Towns (Planned Communities)
Impact Mitigation
Water Supply
Fire Protection
Fire Protection Standards
Visible Signage for Roads and Buildings
Interagency Fire Protection Cooperation
Fire Staffing and Response Time Standards
Provision of Station Facilities and Equipment
Cost Sharing
Locations of Fire and Sheriff Stations/Substations
FGMP-10.2 Provision of Safety Services
FGMP-10.3 Fire and Crime Protection Plan
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Planning Framework, Public Facilities & Services
Elements and Foothill Growth Management Plan

Health & Safety Element

Policies and implementation measures designed to minimize this impact through the continued provision of fire protection services
and emergency response planning include the following:
HS-6.13
HS-6.14
HS-6.15
HS-7.1

Restoration of Disturbed Lands
Coordination with Cities
Coordination of Fuel Hazards on Public Lands
Coordinate Emergency Response Services
with Government Agencies
HS-7.2
Mutual Aid Agreement
HS-7.3
Maintain Emergency Evacuation Plans
HS-7.4
Upgrading for Streets and Highways
HS-7.5
Emergency Centers
HS-7.6
Search and Rescue
HS-7.7
Joint Exercises
HS Implementation Measure #15
HS Implementation Measures #16
Public Facilities & Services Element

Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measures designed to ensure funding for County services to provide adequate
service levels include the following:
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #1
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #2
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #3
Public Facilities & Services Implementation Measure #12

In response to this comment, the commenter is referred to Table 4-3 of the RDEIR which
identifies that this impact would also be less than significant because the same mitigating policies
and implementing measures would also be required. The comparison of alternatives in the RDEIR
appropriately considers significant impacts, and need not compare less than significant impacts.
CEQA requires comparison of the significant impacts of the alternatives.

Response to Comment I26-45:
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General
Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas, such as in UDBs and
UABs not within the “foothills and mountains.” Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish
focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. See also Response to
Comment A8-8.
The RDEIR concluded that Alternative 2 (City-Centered Alternative) would have similar
hydrology and water quality impacts as the proposed project because although there would be an
increase in impervious surfaces, which would increase runoff and reduce groundwater recharge
potential, there would be less land conversion overall. The commenter does not state why he
believes Alternative 2 would result in greater hydrology and water quality impacts than the
proposed project, so no further response can be provided. The commenter is directed to Master
Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis conducted for the General Plan 2030
Update and RDEIR.
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Response to Comment I26-46:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis
conducted for the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. As discussed therein, “…the significant
effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.”

Response to Comment I26-47:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #9 for a description of the alternatives analysis
conducted for the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.

Response to Comment I26-48:
Comment noted. The RDEIR has included all feasible mitigation to reduce the project’s impact
on climate change. The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s
Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I26-49:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the
various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Also, see Master
Response #10 for a discussion of the Climate Action Plan.

Response to Comment I26-50:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan
and greenhouse gas mitigation measures.

Response to Comment I26-51:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #10 regarding the County’s Climate Action Plan
and greenhouse gas mitigation measures.

Response to Comment I26-52:
The comment suggests that a fiscal impact analysis should be done to assess the feasibility of
greenhouse gas mitigation measures. Please see Response to Comment I23-74. Financial cost is
not an environmental impact under CEQA and need not be analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines
§15360). Financial and economic costs are, however, factors that can be considered in determining
whether mitigation measures and alternatives are feasible under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15364).
Please also see Response to Comment I11-229 for discussion of the Sierra Club’s suggested
mitigation measures. As explained in Response to Comment I23-74, additional information on
feasibility will be provided in the CEQA Findings and properly supported in the record.

Response to Comment I26-53:
The commenter’s closing remarks are noted. .
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Letter I27. Sequoia Riverlands Trust
Response to Comment I27-1:
The commenter’s introductory remarks are noted.

Response to Comment I27-2:
As discussed in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed
General Plan focuses future growth within and around established community areas, such as in
UDBs and UABs. Many of the goals and policies used to accomplish focused growth are
discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. The commenter is also referred to page 12 through 1-7 to be found in the RDEIR Appendix D for a full copy of the proposed General Plan.
Please also refer to Master Response #4.

Response to Comment I27-3:
Please see Response to Comment A8-7 for discussion of Land Use Designations. The commenter
is also referred to Master Response #3 and #7 for a discussion of project related implementation
measures.
The Implementation Measures are part of the proposed project and analyzed appropriately in the
RDEIR. Please see Master Response #3 for discussion of General Plan implementation. As noted
in the General Plan “Implementation can take time, especially when needed resources are limited
and required for more than one Implementation Measure…Because implementation will take
time and will be costly, the County will need to prioritize Implementation Measures. It is
contemplated that this ongoing process is part of the County’s annual general policy-making
function and budget cycle…While the Plan policies identify specific programs, Implementation
Measures may be adjusted over time, without amending the General Plan, based on new
information, changing circumstances, and evaluation of their effectiveness, so long as they
remain consistent with the intent of the General Plan and adopted mitigation measures” (General
Plan, Part I, page 1-11). This approach is consistent with the content requirements of Government
Code Section 65302 and the implementation requirements of Government Code Section 65400,
which recognize that implementation of the General Plan will take time.
As noted in Master Response #3, some of these actions, such as the adoption or revisions to
County Ordinances, are outlined in the “Implementation” Sections of the proposed General Plan
(see also Master Response #7). While the County has listed numerous implementation measures
as part of the proposed project, and noted in the RDEIR, it is simply not feasible to list every
potential implementation measure which will be adopted over the 20 year horizon of the General
Plan, nor to provide the text of every potential ordinance that will be adopted as a result of
General Plan implementation.

Response to Comment I27-4:
This comment is on the Foothill Growth Management Plan (FGMP); the commenter is referred to
Master Response #8 for a discussion of the FGMP. Please note that the dates referenced in
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Chapter 1 “Introduction” to the General Plan2030 Update represent estimated dates of adoption.
Once the General Plan 2030 Update has been adopted these dates will also be updated to reflect
the appropriate date and year.
The General Plan 2030 update has not been adopted yet. These timeframe represents a
approximate date of the adoption. The General Plan document has been under public review for
well over two years. The FGMP area policies have been updated as part of review, to delete
outdated policies and others updated to insure compatibility with Part I of the General Plan. No
substantive changes have been made. Please see changes identified in Master Response #8.

Response to Comment I27-5:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I27-4 and Master Response #5
for discussion of buildout at the 2030 horizon year. Please also note that future subdivisions
would be subject to separate environmental review under CEQA as well as Government Code
Section 66474.
The existing FGMP only calls for a foothill agricultural zone to preserve intensive and extensive
agriculture. The original A-1 zone allowed parcels to be divided into five acre lots. The Foothill
Agricultural zone was adopted in 1982. The GP Land Use designation is actually more
restrictive then the zoning ordinance or the previous FGMP by limiting one residence for every
80 acres, then one additional unit every 40 acres above 160 acres lot. The previous FGMP and
the existing Foothill Agriculture zone allows 2 units for the first 40 acres and one additional unit
for each additional 40 acres. This would be a grand total of 5 units for the first 160 acres or 9
units for a 360 acre lot. The proposed FGMP policy would limit this to 2 and 6 units
respectively.
The existing FGMP allows for all those uses, see Goal 3 New Development. You will see
recreation, commercial, light industrial and others. These policies are still within the FGMP
(Goal 3 #11: FGMP 3.2, #6: FGMP 1.6, #7: FGMP 1.7, #10: FGMP 1.9 etc. Furthermore, Under
Section 18.7 page 5 of the Zoning Ordinance, Foothill Combining Zone the uses listed are
allowed with the FGMP Development Corridors. This zone was adopted as implementation to
the FGMP and allowed these types of uses are allowed to in the existing plan today: Residential,
Recreation, Commercial, Light Industrial, Public, Extractive (mining) and Public Utilities.

Response to Comment I27-6:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I27-4. Please also see RDEIR
Section 3.11 for discussion of riparian habitat. Please see Master Response #3 and #7 for
discussion of implementation of the General Plan.
There is no 100 foot riparian protection zone required in the 1981 FGMP. The example stated in
this paragraph comes from the development standards in the 1981 FGMP and is copied word for
word from the old plan into the new plan. The FGMP policies in the GP update are very close to
word for word to the existing 1981 FGMP. There is a development standard within the 1981
FGMP that delineates a 50’ buffer for intermittent waterways and 100’ buffer for perennial
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watercourses. This standard is also in the General Plan 2030 Update word for word and is #26 on
page part II, 3-30.

Response to Comment I27-7:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment 127-4.

Response to Comment I27-8:
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 regarding the appropriate level of detail for the
General Plan and the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and implementation of the General Plan.
Master Response #4 also describes the appropriate use of general plan policies as mitigation
measures for the analysis provided in the RDEIR. Please also see Response to Comment I27-3 for
discussion of General Plan Implementation Measures.

Response to Comment I27-9:
The commenter’s suggestions regarding smart growth policies will be forwarded to County decision
makers for consideration. Please see Response to Comment I27-3 and Master Response #3 and #4
for discussion of implementation measures and the appropriate level of detail.

Response to Comment I27-10:
Please see Response to Comment I27-3 for discussion of General Plan Implementation. The
commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various
policies outlined in the General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR.
As noted in these Master Responses individual policies should not be reviewed in a vacuum. The
commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 3.11 for discussion of oak woodlands and RDEIR page
3.11-37, for discussion of General Plan policies and implementation measures related to riparian
areas. As discussed on RDEIR page 3.11-34 “Policies ERM-1.1 through ERM-1.6, ERM-1.8, and
ERM-1.12 require the County to protect key sensitive habitats (i.e., riparian, wetlands, and oak
woodlands, etc.) by encouraging future County growth outside these sensitive habitat areas.”
Please also see ERM Implementation Measure 15 for discussion of adopting an Oak Woodlands
Management Plan.

Response to Comment I27-11:
The commenter expresses disappointment with the language contained in the Oaks Woodland
Conservation Act. Please see Master Response #3 and #7 for discussion of implementation of
enforceability of the proposed General Plan. The commenter’s suggestions will be forwarded to
County decision makers for consideration.
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Response to Comment I27-12:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #4, which provides additional information
regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general plan
policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update. As
noted in the General Plan, Implementation Measure #9 requires revisions to the County zoning
ordinances. The commenter is directed to Master Response #3 for a description of the
implementation and enforceability of the various policies outlined in the General Plan 2030
Update and RDEIR. Further we note that most of the implementation measures proposed by
ERME regarding mineral resources were developed in the 1990 by Mr Pack as part of a five year
project to address policy within state designated mineral resource zones. the Tulare County
Mineral Resources Policy Advisory Committee. This technical advisory committee was
reconvened in mid-2000 for the purpose of recommending which policies and implementations
should be included in the General Plan Update. Accordingly the policies and imps for this area
are more detailed than other areas addressed by the ERME.
The mining policies and implementation measures are recommendations from MRPAC. Mining
can have serious consequences on the environment and therefore should have a substantial
amount of policies and implementation. However, again number of measures came through the
recommendations of MRPAC.
Implementation #30 regards to uses that conflict with mining operation such as residential
development etc. So as that the residences would not limit or restrict the extraction of minerals.
This is very different then IM #9 buffers used for riparian areas. Mining would be required
through CEQA to address any riparian areas or buffers necessary.

Response to Comment I27-13:
The commenter is also directed to Master Response #3 and #4, which provides additional
information regarding the programmatic nature of the RDEIR and the appropriate use of general
plan policies/implementation measures to mitigate the impacts of the General Plan 2030 Update.
As noted therein, individual policies in the General Plan should not be reviewed in a vacuum.
Please see RDEIR Section 3.9 for discussion of water related infrastructure requirements, in
particular this chapter discusses Policy PF-1.4 which provides provides that “...The County shall
ensure that development does not occur unless adequate infrastructure is available, that sufficient
water supplies are available or can be made available, and that there are adequate provisions for
long term management and maintenance of infrastructure and identified water supplies [New
Policy].” The commenter is also directed to Master Response #6 and Response to Comment I11-37.

Response to Comment I27-14:
The use of the word “major” allows flexibility to ensure that the County is able to review a
variety of project proposals in context of the policy. Please see Response to Comment I27-3 and
I27-13 and Master Response #3 for discussion of implementation and enforceability.
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Response to Comment I27-15:
The commenter’s support of the implementation measures is noted. As noted in Response to
Comment I27-3, implementation measures are part of the Proposed Project. Please see Master
Response #3 for discussion of implementation of the General Plan and Master Response #4
regarding the level of detail in a General Plan.

Response to Comment I27-16:
Background Report Figure 8-2, “Fire Threat” shows that the Very High Fire Threat areas are
located in the eastern portion of the County, largely in foothill and mountain areas. As discussed
in Master Response #5 and RDEIR pages 2-17, 2-24, and 2-25, the proposed General Plan
focuses future growth within established community areas. Many of the goals and policies used
to accomplish focused growth are discussed in the Table on page 3.10-15 of the RDEIR. Large
areas of land in the Very High Fire Threat zone are managed by other agencies such as the U.S.
Forest Service and the California Department of Forestry; therefore the County has no authority
over large portions of these areas. For Very High Fire Threat areas under the County’s authority,
the policies included on page 3.8-34 of the RDEIR would apply. The commenter is directed to
Master Response #3 for a description of the enforceability of the various policies outlined in the
General Plan 2030 Update and RDEIR. Please also see Response to Comment I27-5 for
discussion of subdivisions.
As noted in Master Response #4, the General Plan does not stand alone; there are numerous
existing Federal, State, and local regulations which address fire hazards and development
requirements. For example, Tulare County Ordinance code Section 7-15-1115 adopts the
Uniform Fire Code. The Fire code is included in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
(also referred to as the California Building Code). Title 24, Chapter 7 addresses Fire-ResistancesRated Construction, Chapter 7A addresses Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior
Wildfire Exposure, Chapter 8 addresses fire related Interior Finishes, and Chapter 9 addresses
Fire Protection Systems, and Chapter 10 addresses fire related Means of Egress.

Response to Comment I27-17:
Please see Response to Comments I27-1 through I27-16. No further response is required as this
comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.

Response to Comment I27-18:
The commenter’s closing statements are noted.

Letter I28. Tulare County Farm Bureau
Response to Comment I28-1:
The commenter’s introductory statements are noted.
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Response to Comment I28-2:
Comment Noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further
response is needed.

Response to Comment I28-3:
Comment Noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further
response is needed.

Response to Comment I28-4:
Comment is noted. The commenter’s suggestion to use the Rural Valley Lands Plan scoring criteria in
the evaluation of these permits is noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1. This
suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. Please also see
Master Response #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail in the General Plan. As
recognized by the comment, the level of detail suggested in the comment is appropriate for an
ordinance rather than the General Plan. In addition, the County has adopted an amendment to the
Zoning Ordinance adding Section 16.V which pertains to the assemblage of people for educational
and/or entertainment purposes (October 5, 2010). The provisions of Section 16 (Variances and Special
Use Permits) require discretionary review thereby requiring projects subject to the ordinance to
undergo their own environmental review.

Response to Comment I28-5:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. The
commenter is referred to Master Response #1 and #4. This suggestion will be forwarded to
County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I28-6:
Comment noted. This comment proposes three policies for the General Plan Update, but does not
address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. This suggestion will be forwarded to County
decision makers for their consideration. Please see Response to Comment I28-5 and Master
Response #1. Please also see Response to Comment I21-2 for policies in the proposed General
Plan related to infill.

Response to Comment I28-7:
The comment is directed to RDEIR Section 3.10 which addresses agricultural resources
(including agricultural conservation easement program under Policy AG-1.6), as well as
Response to Comment I21-2 which explains how the County focuses growth and promotes infill
development. This comment will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.
Please see Master Response #1.
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Response to Comment I28-8:
The comment addresses concerns related to zoning rather than the proposed General Plan. The
commenter is directed to Master Response #3 and #4 which discusses the appropriate level of
detail for the General Plan and how the General Plan will be implemented (i.e. through future
ordinances and zoning). The commenter is also directed to the discussion of permissible uses for
the General Plan agricultural designations in General Plan, Part I, page 4-15 (see Valley
Agriculture, and Foothill Agriculture). The comment is also directed to the Part II of the General
Plan which includes the RVLP (Policy RVLP-1.4 – which precludes re-zoning parcels unless they
meet certain criteria) and FGMP (Policy FGMP-1.10, FGMP-5.1, and FGMP Implementation
Measure #12, #17, #18). This comment will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration. Please see Master Response #1.

Response to Comment I28-9:
This comment expresses support of a policy and does not address the content or adequacy of the
RDEIR. Please see Master Response #1. This comment will be forwarded to County decision
makers for their consideration. The commenter is also directed to General Plan Policy LU-2.2
which also limits agricultural parcel splits.

Response to Comment I28-10:
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response
#1. This comment will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. The
comment is also directed to RDEIR Section 3.10 which discusses applicable policies related to
agricultural resources and Williamson act contracts. Please also see Response to Comment I2159 and I23-45 for discussion of ranchettes.

Response to Comment I28-11:
The commenter is directed to Master Response #1 and #3. The comment does not address the
content or adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment will be forwarded to County decision makers
for their consideration

Response to Comment I28-12:
The commenter suggests revisions to text on page 3-3 of the Goals and Policies Report to refine
the criteria for Williamson Act - Prime Agricultural Land. Please see Master Response #1. This
comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response provided.
This comment will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I28-13:
The commenter suggests revising the language in Policy AG-2.11, consistent with its policy
views regarding compatibility between Williamson Act contracted lands and energy support
facilities. The intent of Policy AG-2.11 is to encourage and support the development of new
agricultural related industries featuring alternative energy, utilization of agricultural waste and
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solar or wind farms. As the primary use indicated in the policy is to be an agricultural use, the
policy as written meets the intent of the commenter’s suggestion. Additionally, any proposed new
use on a Williamson Act parcel must ensure consistency with the requirements of the Williamson
Act. Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response #3, individual policies should not be reviewed
in a vacuum, other policies and land use designations address the concerns of the commenter. For
example, the Valley Agricultural Designation provides that “Uses typically allowed include
irrigated crop production, orchards and vineyards; livestock; resource extraction activities and
facilities that directly support agricultural operations…” (See also criteria under Policy AG1.13). Please see Master Response #1. This comment will be forwarded to the County decision
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I28-14:
The commenter is referred to the response prepared for Comment I28-13 and Master Response #3
and #4 for discussion of the appropriate level of detail for the General Plan.

Response to Comment I28-15:
Please see Master Response #1. This comment will be forwarded to the County decision makers
for their consideration. The commenter encourages to define the term “water courses” more
precisely, to address the commenter’s concern that use of this term in ERM-5.7 implicates private
property rights. The definition of “watercourse” provided on page 8-4 Draft General Plan 2030
Update (Revised Draft) for the term water courses is appropriate for the level of detailed required
for a general plan. The comment also expresses concerns about Policy ERM-5.7 and property
rights. The comment is directed to language in General Plan Part I, page 1-4 which explains that
“In reading every provision of the General Plan, one should infer that it is limited by the
principle: “to the extent legally permitted.” The General Plan 2030 Update includes a number of
implementation measures which more specifically address the issue of park land acquisition.
These include the following which can be found on page 8-30 (Part I) of the General Plan 2030
Update:


Environmental Resource Management Implementation Measure #41. When
appropriate, based on the size of the development or if new park facilities are installed as
part of an approved residential project, the County shall require the creation of a service
district or landscaping and lighting district to maintain the park and its facilities [New
Program].



Environmental Resource Management Implementation Measure #42. The County
Board of Supervisors shall establish and adjust, as appropriate, a park development
impact fee based on a level of service to provide for funding that meets the actual cost,
park acquisition, and development [New Program].



Environmental Resource Management Implementation Measure #43. Access to
suitable recreation land shall be obtained through various types of acquisition and publicprivate joint agreement arrangements, as applicable. Maximum efforts should be
concentrated upon acquisition of recreation sites within one hour’s travel time from urban
concentrations throughout the County and sites that can be developed for intensive use
[ERME; Recreation; Issue 10; Recommendation 8] [ERME; Pg 31, Modified].
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Response to Comment I28-16:
The commenter’s suggestion to modify Policy ERM-5.18 to provide certain exemptions for
nighttime agricultural operations is noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1.
This suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration. It should be
noted, Policy ERM-5.18 (as currently written) is referenced as a mitigating policy in the analysis
of aesthetic impacts for the RDEIR. The inclusion of the suggested policy revision has the
potential to reduce the effectiveness of the mitigating effects of the policy.

Response to Comment I28-17:
The commenter requests clarification regarding the intent of the second bullet point in Policy WR-1.4.
Policy WR-1.4 reads as follows:


WR-1.4 Conversion of Agricultural Water Resources. For new urban development,
the County shall discourage the transfer of water used for agricultural purposes (within
the prior ten years) for domestic consumption except in limited circumstances including
but not limited to the following:
o

The water remaining for the agricultural operation is sufficient to maintain the land as
an economically viable agricultural use,

o

The reduction in infiltration from agricultural activities as a source of groundwater
recharge will not significantly impact the groundwater basin [New Policy].

The intent of the second bullet is to highlight the condition whereby some change in water use
may be appropriate as long as the associated change in use (from agricultural to urban) and the
potential reduction in infiltration potential are not substantial enough to result in a significant
adverse effect on recharge of the underlying groundwater basin.

Response to Comment I28-18:
The commenter’s suggestion to revise the intent of Policy WR-1.10 is noted. Policy WR-1.10 directs
the County to discourage channel modification in streams and rivers where the modification would
increase the rate of flow, rate of sediment transport, erosive capacity, or have adverse effects on
aquatic life or would modify necessary groundwater recharge. The commenter suggests revising this
policy to provide exceptions for flood management and maintenance. The commenter is referred to
Master Response #1. This suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment I28-19:
The commenter’s expresses concern that Policy WR-2.8 may commit the County to a mitigation and
monitoring program that cannot be sustained. The commenter’s concern is noted. The commenter is
referred to Master Response #1. This suggestion will be forwarded to County decision makers for
their consideration.
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Response to Comment I28-20:
The commenter suggests that Policy WR-3.7 be revised to include additional detail regarding County
operated water systems, and to exclude agricultural pumping from emergency water conservation
plans. County water service providers only applies to County owned and operated services
The commenter’s suggestion to revise the intent of Policy WR-3.7 is noted. The commenter is referred
to Master Response #1. This comment will be forwarded to County decision makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment I28-21:
The commenter recommends adding a Dairy Element to the proposed General Plan 2030 Update.
The current General Plan includes the already adopted Animal Confinement Facilities Plan
(“ACFP”). The County is preparing an update to the ACFP that will provide an examination of all
potential impacts in a comprehensive manner. The outcome of the update process will impact the
way Tulare County addresses dairies and feedlots for greenhouse gas impacts. Moving ahead
with actions on greenhouse gas emissions from dairies independently of the other issues related to
dairies and feedlots would be inappropriate because of the interrelationship of the issues to be
addressed. . Please see response to Comment I11-73 for additional discussion of the ACFP and
related environmental review.

Response to Comment I28-22:
The commenter commends the County for continuing to maintain and protect the integrity of the
RVLP process and contends that the RVLP should be used to score land application requests that
occur in HDBs; this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RDEIR. See Master
Response #1 and #5 for a discussion of the various planning boundaries. This comment will be
forwarded to County decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment I28-23:
Policy RVLP-1.6 on page 1-4 of the Goals and Policies Report, Part II will be updated to address
the typographical error indicated by the commenter. Revised Policy RVLP-1.6 is revised to read:


RVLP-1.6 Checklist The RVLP checklist shall also be applicable to re-zoning
applications which change the zoning classification from one agricultural zone to another
agricultural zone and which have the effect of reducing the minimum parcel size in the
following manner:
1. Less than ten (10) acres in the case of prime agricultural land, or
2. Less than forthy (40) acres in the case of land which is not prime agricultural land.
The RVLP checklist is not required for existing parcels which do not meet the
minimum parcel size as set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to the adoption of this
policy [RVLP. Existing Policy II-C, Modified].
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The commenter’s suggestion to include a reference to the definition of prime agricultural
farmland is noted.

Response to Comment I28-24:
The commenter expresses support for Alternative 5, the Confined Growth Alternative, as the
alternative that the commenter believes would most effectively direct growth to areas within
established Urban Development Boundaries. The commenter is referred to Master Response #9
for a discussion of project alternatives and Master Response #5 for a discussion of the various
planning boundaries and overall project build out.

Response to Comment I28-25:
The commenter’s closing statements are noted.
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CHAPTER 6

Report Preparation
Introduction
Key staff from the County of Tulare and the consulting firms that contributed to preparation of
the Final EIR are identified below.

The County of Tulare
This EIR has been prepared for:
Tulare County Resource Management Agency
5961 South Mooney Boulevard
Visalia, CA 93277
Dave Bryant, Division Manager, Special Projects
Julia Roberts, County Counsel, Chief Deputy
Chuck Przybylski, Planner
Amy G. Lizarraga, Planner II, Special Projects

Environmental Science Associates
Project management, production staff, and primary technical authors include the following:














Ray Weiss – Project Director; Land Use; Noise; Traffic and Circulation
Ellen Morales – Project Manager
Jessica Mitchell – EIR Coordinator; Agricultural Resources; Biological Resources;
Energy and Global Climate Change; Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Mineral Resources;
Hazardous Materials and Public Safety; Cultural Resources; Public Services, Recreation
and Utilities
Aaron Hecock – Aesthetics
Matt Morales – Air Quality; Energy and Global Climate Change
Paul Miller – Air Quality and Noise
Deborah Kruse – Hydrology, Water Quality and Drainage; Public Services, Recreation
and Utilities
Donald Ambroziak – Noise
Claire Early – Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory
Brad Allen – Geographic Information Services
Tom Wyatt – Graphics
Logan Sakai – Word Processing and Production
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Omni Means



Gary Mills – Transportation and Circulation
Mike Winton – Water, Wastewater and Storm Drainage

Tully and Young


Greg Young, P.E. – Water Supply Assessment

Michael Brandman Associates


Dave Mitchell – Climate Action Plan
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